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Introduction 


AM it may not be susceptible of proof, it is probable that more 
wars have been fought out of a desire to obtain justice than as a result 
of intolerance. Difficult as it may be for us to regard the Crusades in this 
light, it is important that historians recognize that the concepts of tolerance 
and intolerance, which are among the common coin of the modern age, are 
themselves fitting objects of scrutiny. They did not emerge suddenly or fully 
formed; they have a prehistory that has not received sufficient attention. ! 
Not surprisingly, and for reasons rooted in our own agonized past, historians 
of the recent past have put great stress on the study of tolerance and intoler- 
ance but have based their views largely on an image of its medieval roots 
seen, at least among the cultural elites, as a product of religious intolerance 
and superstition that was overthrown only by the triumph of reason in the 
Age of the Enlightenment. As is well known, historians of the premodern 
period, and especially historians of the Middle Ages, undertook a revision of 
this view earlier in this century.* Without spending excessive time on this 
much-discussed issue, we should note that contemporary trends in scholar- 
ship—often characterized as postmodernist—have also begun to take up this 
work of revision. The essays that follow clearly reflect medieval revisionism 
but also echo other current research. They do not present a single, unified 
view of tolerance and intolerance in the age of crusades but share many com- 
mon concerns. Like all good research, they are part of an ongoing dialogue. 

Various aspects of that dialogue are reflected in the divisions that group 
the twelve essays in this collection, which had its origins in the sessions of the 
Society for the Study of the Crusades and the Latin East at the Eighteenth In- 
ternational Congress of Historical Sciences, held in Montreal in late August 
and early September 1995. The papers presented there formed such an inter- 
esting and coherent body of material, thanks in large part to the efforts of 
Michael Gervers, that it seemed desirable to try to preserve as many of them 
as possible in a single volume of essays. The papers here are, therefore, a se- 
lection of those delivered at the conference, to which has been added one 
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other, that by James Brodman, which is included in the first part.* Their au- 
thors are all leading experts in the field. 

As a whole, the papers are quite coherent and lend themselves easily to a 
number of subthemes. The authors provide context and definition for as- 
pects of the history of tolerance that have been little understood and often 
badly neglected. The result, we hope, demonstrates the importance of a 
deeper knowledge of particular circumstances and environments to a better 
understanding of tolerance. The papers here avoid the kind of ethnic and re- 
ligious stereotyping that, in our opinion, contributes little to the discussions 
of these issues. Moreover, these essays deal little with the issue of victimiza- 
tion. It is unfortunately true that a sense of victimization is not limited to op- 
pressed minorities and may also provide a motive for oppressors. The 
emphasis on actual circumstances helps us to grasp the varieties of experi- 
ence that fall under this topic. 

Part One is entitled “Confrontation, Captivity, and Redemption.” These 
four essays provide significant insights, many of them the direct product of 
the research of these authors, into the relationship between Muslims or 
Christians during military confrontations, into their attitude toward cap- 
tives, and into the complex of ideas—political, religious, and economic— 
that motivated their activities. In the opening essay, David Hay raises 
questions that have long disturbed scholars and contributed to the negative 
side of the image of the Crusades. How did the crusaders behave in battle? 
What motivated their actions? What can we believe about accounts even in 
Western sources of widespread massacre of soldiers and civilians? Clearly, as 
he argues, we must learn more about how contemporary views on warfare 
were shaped as well as their limits, He emphasizes concerns among contem- 
porary writers about the influence of Islam on Christians, which not only 
served to justify violence by crusaders but also led some authors to exagger- 
ate that impact. Yaakov Lev also demonstrates how difficult it is to under- 
stand the specific decisions as well as the attitudes and policies that lay 
behind the treatment of those captured in battle, whether soldiers or civil- 
ians. Giulio Cipollone explores the religious roots of humanitarianism that 
led to the founding of the Trinitarian order and its mission of ransoming cap- 
tives. He argues that the use of language reveals religious prejudices among 
both Christians and Muslims. James Brodman shows how, in the case of the 
Mercedarians, founded for the same purpose, the interplay of crusade ideol- 
ogy and politics had a considerable impact on the direction taken by the 
order. These essays not only directly challenge older and now largely dated 
views of the Crusades as manifestations of irrational intolerance, they also 
help us to understand better where concepts like tolerance and intolerance fit 
in broader political agendas pursued both by Muslims and crusaders. In no 
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case can we draw simple lines that would establish that the treatment of cap- 
tives was motivated by ideological hatred or fanatical religious motives, but 
in many cases we can see that religion, both Muslim and Christian, played 
various roles, at times fostering mercy and generous treatment of captives 
and at other times inspiring or, at least, influencing the severest treatment of 
captives, even to execution. These essays are placed first because they raise 
questions that we need to keep before us as we proceed to our next section, 
“Cooperation, Conflict, and Issues of Identity.” 

What happened when Western Europeans came into direct contact with 
Eastern Mediterranean peoples about whom they knew very little? Although 
there had long been contacts with Byzantium and Islam, as well as with Jews, 
and Westerners had gained some information about the East from their trav- 
els as pilgrims or merchants, the Crusades represented something closer to a 
mass movement and brought virtually every social group in the West into 
contact with Easterners. James Ryan points up the changing relationships 
between Latins and Christian Armenians that resulted from these contacts 
and suggests reasons, both political and religious, for those changes. His 
essay traces for us the beginnings of antagonisms as well as cooperation that 
extend from this period to our own day and are reflected throughout the re- 
gion among many Christian minorities. Paul Sidelko focuses not on religion 
but on the everyday dealings between Muslims and Latins. He suggests that 
current views regarding the continuance of Muslim administration of land 
and taxes under Latin rule need to be reexamined. His essay is especially in- 
teresting in light of current research on Latin settlements in the East. The em- 
pasis on cooperation between these groups, found in some authors’ work, is, 
in his view, more difficult to trace than previously believed. 

In his essay on “Edward of England and Abagha Ilkhan,” Reuven Ami- 
tai throws additional light on the effort to secure an alliance between the 
Latin West and the Mongols against Islam. The appearance of the Mongols, 
who built a great empire in the steppe lands and the Far East in the thirteenth 
century seemed to promise Latins a hope for victory over the Muslims. In ex- 
amining the negotiations between Edward and Abagha, Amitai has probed 
the difficulties and misunderstandings that plagued efforts at cooperation. 
He demonstrates that impediments to cooperation were not merely cultural 
but emerged from logistical problems. His concerns are reflected in a very 
different manner in the following essay. Adam Knobler pursues a topic that 
has long held a fascination not only for historians of the Crusades but also 
for those studying the history of discovery. The world of the Crusades was 
much larger than the battle lines drawn in the western Mediterranean or 
even in the Levant might suggest. There was an almost invisible line between 
the real and the unreal, peopled by such figures as Prester John, the Mongols, 
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or the Jewish nation in the East discussed by Knobler that David ha-Reuveni 
claimed to represent in the early sixteenth century. It was out of the fault 
line between the real and the mythical that geographical knowledge was 
slowly emerging. At the same time, the experience of the Crusades prepared 
people for this new reality. The negative image of the Crusades always had its 
positive side. 

The next two essays, one by the late Annetta Ilieva and the other by An- 
drew Jotischky, examine much-debated issues involving Latins and the 
Greek Orthodox communities in Greece, Cyprus, and the Patriarchate of 
Antioch. While both Byzantine scholarship and many earlier historians of 
the Crusades have stressed the argument that antipathies that had developed 
between the Easterners and Westerners in the early Middle Ages were exac- 
erbated by the Crusades, some recent scholars, notably Bernard Hamilton, 
have found that there was a greater degree of mutual respect and practical 
cooperation than was previously known.’ Even though the events of the 
Fourth Crusade were crucial in forming anti-Latin attitudes in the Byzantine 
Empire, the emergent picture was far from uniform.’ Attitudes on the 
ground were often dictated by practical concerns. Various groups reacted in 
different ways to the presence of Latins. Likewise, among Latins, there were 
considerable variations in both attitude and relationships. The lengthy pres- 
ence of Latins in the eastern Mediterranean forms an important chapter in 
the history of that region. Anneta Ilieva devotes much of her paper to an 
analysis of the fourteenth century chronicle of Leontios Machairas entitled 
Recital concerning the Sweet Land of Cyprus. This was a much-vexed period 
in the history of this strategic island, with its large Greek-speaking popula- 
tion; ruled by the Frankish house of Lusignan since the twelfth century and 
more recently by the Genoese, it now faced an expanding Ottoman Empire. 
This chronicle has much to tell us about the efforts of the various parties to 
maintain their positions. In his essay, Andrew Jotischky looks at the theolog- 
ical disputes that affected relations between Latins and Orthodox, particu- 
larly that between the Orthodox priest Sala and Bishop Gerard of Nazareth. 
This interesting discussion shows how difficult it was to separate major the- 
ological differences from minor issues and to what degree differences in the- 
ological and ecclesiastical views were grounded in conflicts over authority. 

The final section of the book “Historical and Intellectual Perspectives,” 
is composed of two essays: “Tolerance and Intolerance in the Medieval 
Canon Lawyers” by James Muldoon and “William of Tyre, the Muslim 
Enemy, and the Problem of Tolerance” by Rainer Schwinges. These probing 
studies of intellectual attitudes provide us with some very important insights 
that add further dimensions to the preceding essays. They reveal that the 
concepts of tolerance and intolerance were not the starting points for ideas 
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about relations among these various groups. Rather, they were a product of 
the effort to establish legal limits or to define the nature of coexistence. Mul- 
doon shows that canon lawyers were not willing to deny fundamental rights, 
such as marriage, to Muslim and Jewish spouses who did not convert to 
Christianity after the conversion of the other party, and indeed tried to craft 
solutions to protect both parties, though certainly favoring Christianity. He 
rightly points out how far such thinking is from our own, yet how deeply 
these ideas are still enmeshed in our thinking. In his important essay Rainer 
Schwinges examines the thought of the greatest intellectual figure of the 
Latin kingdom of Jerusalem in the twelfth century: William, archbishop of 
Tyre and chancellor of the kingdom. Educated in Jerusalem, Paris, Orleans, 
and Bologna, William was fully conscious of the major intellectual currents 
of his time and was able, in his great history of the kingdom, to place the ex- 
perience of the crusader East and the knowledge he had gained from East- 
erners in a context that emphasized the realities of life amid peoples of 
different cultures and religions. He did not start with a notion of tolerance, 
but Schwinges leaves us in no doubt that he contributed to it in his thought. 

The present volume does not presume to be a complete study of toler- 
ance and intolerance in the Age of Crusades. Rather it constitutes a contri- 
bution to the discussion of the way in which the broadening of knowledge 
and the often disturbing experiences of the Latins in the Crusade era raised 
issues that would not go away. The path to modern ideas of tolerance 
emerged from the effort to reconcile conflicts within their experience as well 
as from their political needs and their religious and cultural values. The mod- 
ern idea of tolerance was a product of European culture because of the 
unique features of European experience. But it was not the result of a tri- 
umph of superior virtue. That view misses the point that is so evident in these 
essays. It was as much or more a result of the conflicts that occurred among 
Europeans themselves as a result of competing agendas that were seeking ac- 
commodation: for example, the practical concerns of politicians, feudal 
lords, and merchants, and the religious concerns of the papacy, the hierarchy, 
and ordinary clergy. It was precisely because of the internal divisions and 
built-in diversity of European culture that a struggle for toleration became 
necessary. But much of that story goes beyond the topics dealt with here and 
belongs to the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. 





. 
3 
3 
3 








Contributors 


Reuven Amitai is senior lecturer and department head in the Department of 
Islamic and Middle Eastern Studies, Hebrew University of Jerusalem. He is 
the author of Mongols and Mamluks: The Mamluk-Ilkhanid War, 
1260-1281 (1995) and coeditor (with David Morgan) of The Mongol Em- 
pire and its Legacy (1998). 


James W. Brodman is professor of history at the University of Central 
Arkansas. He is the author of Ransoming Captives in Crusader Spain: The 
Order of Merced on the Christian-Islamic Frontier (1986) and Charity and 
Welfare: Hospitals and the Poor in Medieval Catalonia (1998). 


Giulio Cipollone, O.SS.T., is professor at the Universita Urbaniana, Rome, 
and the author of Cristianita-Islam: Cattivita e Liberazione in Nome di Dio: 
I] Tempo di Innocenzo III dopo “il 1187” (1992). 


Michael Gervers is professor of history at the University of Toronto, Scar- 
borough. He edited The Cartulary of the Knights of St. John of Jerusalem in 
England. pts. 1 and 2. (1982-1996). He has also edited (with Ramzi Bikhazi) 
Conversion and Continuity: Indigenous Christian Communities in Islamic 
Lands, Eighth to Eighteenth Century (1990) and The Second Crusade and 
the Cistercians (1992). 


David Hay is assistant professor of history at the University of Lethbridge 
(Alberta). 


The late Annetta Ilieva held a Fulbright Fellowship at Dumbarton Oaks 
(1990-1991) and a Philip Whitting Grant at the Centre for Byzantine, Ot- 
toman, and Modern Greek Studies in Birmingham, England (1993-1994), 


XIX 


XX Contributors 


She was author of Frankish Morea: 1205-1262: Socio-Cultural Interaction 
between the Franks and the Local Population (1991) and more than thirty 
articles in various journals and collected essays. 


Andrew Jotischky is lecturer in history at the University of Lancaster, En- 
gland. He is author of The Perfection of Solitude: Hermits and Monks in the 
Crusader States as well as of essays on Latin-Orthodox relations in the cru- 
sader period. 


Adam Knobler is associate professor of history at the College of New Jersey, 
with a primary research interest in the relationships between Western and 
Non-Western peoples in the later Middle Ages and the early modern period. 
His articles have appeared in the Journal of World History and the Journal of 
the Royal Asiatic Society, among others. 


Yaacov Ley, is senior lecturer at Bar Ilan University, Israel. His publications 
include State and Society in Fatimid Egypt (1991) and Saladin in Egypt 
(1998). 


James Muldoon, professor emeritus of history, Rutgers University, is a re- 
search fellow at the John Carter Brown Library of Brown University. He is 
the author of several books, including Popes, Lawyers, and Infidels, and The 
Americas in the Spanish World Order, and has edited volumes including Va- 
rieties of Religious Conversion in the Middle Ages. 


James M. Powell, RHS (Corresponding Fellow), is professor emeritus of me- 
dieval history at Syracuse University. 


James D. Ryan is professor of history at the City University of New York, 
Bronx Community College. His long-term research interest is the history of 
missionary activities in the High Middle Ages. 


Rainer Christoph Schwinges is professor of medieval history at the Histori- 
cal Institute of the University of Bern, Switzerland. 


Paul L. Sidelko is assistant professor of history at Louisville. He has pub- 


lished articles on cross-cultural contacts between Europe, the eastern 
Mediterranean, and central Asia. 


PART ONE 


Confrontation, Captivity, 
and Redemption 


1 


Gender Bias and Religious Intolerance 
in Accounts of the “Massacres” 
of the First Crusade 


DAVID HAY 


[: is indeed ironic that this paper was initially delivered in a session enti- 
tled “Killing in the Name of God,” for its primary purpose is to show that 
the killing that took place during the sieges of the First Crusade was never as 
massive nor as indiscriminate as certain medieval historians have alleged— 
nor as most modern historians, following them, have assumed. In his re- 
cently published Victory in the East: A Military History of the First Crusade, 
John France speaks with an uncommonly sober voice of dissent when he 
warns against exaggerating the massacre that followed the crusaders’ cap- 
ture of Jerusalem in 1099 and urges historians to resist the temptation to 
portray crusader conduct purely in terms of bloodthirsty religious intoler- 
ance; in reality, he argues, the treatment of the defenders and inhabitants of 
the city was not far removed from the standard practices of contemporary 
warfare in the Latin West.' While France rightfully directs attention to the 
events at Jerusalem, he does not extend his comments to cover the alleged 
“massacres” at the sieges of Antioch and Albara—to which his comments 
are even more directly relevant—nor does he fully explain why this tendency 
towards exaggeration has been so consistently powerful. In the following 
paper I suggest some reasons why modern historians have fallen into the trap 
of greatly overestimating the extent and especially the indiscriminateness of 
the violence at these sieges, and I suggest how a more realistic appraisal of 
events can be achieved. Because the trap of exaggeration was in some ways 
prepared for the modern historians by the medieval chroniclers’ idiosyn- 
crasies and ideological allegiances—most notably their tendency to exagger- 
ate, their desire to promote the crusade and the reforming papacy, and their 
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gendered focus and language—it is to a discussion of these three factors and 
their influence on perceptions of the First Crusade that I now turn. 

That the medieval chroniclers were liable to exaggerate is obvious 
enough from the fantastic figures given for the size of the armies of the First 
Crusade;? Fulcher of Chartres himself remarked that the predilection for ex- 
travagance was a disease lamentably common among his contemporaries.* 
Nevertheless, while modern historians are well aware of the exaggerations in 
the chroniclers’ estimates of army sizes and battle casualties, there does not 
appear to be a corresponding awareness of the frequency with which the me- 
dieval chroniclers overstated the extent (and even more importantly the in- 
discriminateness) of the bloodshed that occurred after the climax of the 
fighting had passed. A case in point concerns the siege of Albara, a small 
town southeast of Antioch that was seized by Raymond of Toulouse in late 
September of 1098, a few months after the crusaders’ defeat of Kerboga. The 
most detailed and trustworthy account of events at Albara is provided by 
Raymond of Aguilers, who, as chaplain to the count of Toulouse was almost 
certainly present at the siege. His chronicle states that although many “Sara- 
cens” were killed, others were enslaved and later sold at Antioch, while those 
who surrendered before the town fell were set free.* In contrast, the other 
crusaders’ accounts do not describe the taking of prisoners or the honoring 
of terms: Fulcher writes that the city was completely depopulated by the 
massacre of the citizens,> and the Anonymous explicitly states that the cru- 
saders killed all the Saracens they found there, male and female, great and 
small.° Given the certain absence of Fulcher and the probable absence of the 
Anonymous from the siege,’ the comparison of these three sources serves to 
illustrate the truism that the further authors were removed spatially or tem- 
porally from a siege, the greater their tendency to embellish their accounts 
with extravagant tales of capricious cruelty and massive bloodshed.’ 

This point would scarcely need to be made were it not for the fact that 
modern historians have overlooked it. For example, Runciman, apparently 
relying on the more hyperbolic accounts of the Anonymous and Fulcher, 
states that “The inhabitants [of Albara], who were all Moslem, capitulated, 
but were either massacred or sold as slaves at Antioch.” ’ Thus, whereas Ray- 
mond of Aguilers depicts the crusaders conducting themselves according to 
the usual customs of war in the West, Runciman portrays them as treacher- 
ous butchers. If we accept Raymond’s testimony as the most valid—as I feel 
we must, given the fact that he was a chaplain to the leader of the expedition 
and is the only eyewitness chronicler whom we can place at the siege with 
any degree of certainty—then the crusaders’ conduct at Albara can be under- 
stood as quite conventional by the standards of contemporary Western wat- 
fare. In Latin Europe the initial breaching of a town’s defenses was often an 
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extremely bloody affair, and terms given after a breach had been made usu- 
ally allowed the defenders and inhabitants to leave the city with nothing but 
their lives;!° if the defenders did not immediately surrender it was assumed 
that these too were forfeit."! 

Of course, there were important differences between crusading warfare 
and war in the West, and these should not be overlooked. The vast size, ex- 
treme poverty, and divided leadership of the crusading army not only made it 
difficult to control but also made an orderly and equitable division of booty 
all but impossible, as the confused climax to the siege of Ma‘arra clearly 
shows. By nightfall of December 11, 1098, the crusaders had just managed 
to fight their way onto Ma‘arra’s walls, but the leaders of the crusade decided 
to wait until dawn before continuing into the town proper. At some point 
Bohemond discussed terms with some of the citizens.!2 During the night, 
however, the poorer crusaders, made desperate by lack of money and sup- 
plies, broke into the city in search of plunder. Somewhat later on, certain 
Christians, disappointed with their spoils, began torturing and executing 
prisoners in order to force them to reveal the wealth they were rumored to be 
concealing.'? In the West, commanders were usually able to take steps to 
avert such tragedies: when William the Conqueror received the surrender of 
the citizens of Exeter, for example, he posted a guard at the city gates so that 
his soldiers could not “break in suddenly and violently plunder the wealth of 
the citizens.” '* Another general difference between war in the West and East 
was that enslavement as a consequence of defeat in battle remained a regular 
feature in Outremer long after it had fallen out of general use in the internal 
wars of Latin Christendom.’ That non-Christian captives were more readily 
enslaved than Christian ones, however, did not necessarily mean better treat- 
ment for prisoners in the West than in the East; on the contrary, in the East 
even the poorest Jewish or Muslim captives retained some economic value to 
the crusaders as slaves and so were often spared, whereas in the West those 
Christians who were of no economic value because they were too poor to 
pay ransoms were often executed.'*° And whatever these general patterns 
may have been, at Albara at least it seems clear that terms of surrender were 
respected and prisoners were taken, the rhetoric of the Anonymous and 
Runciman notwithstanding. 

The medieval chroniclers’ natural tendency to exaggerate—whether due 
to misinformation or to their own desire to praise the crusaders or captivate 
an audience—was exacerbated by the fact that most of the chronicles were 
written from ideological perspectives whose proponents would have bene- 
fited significantly if the bloodshed were to be widely perceived as massive 
and indiscriminate. Just as the hyperbole of Christian accounts of the con- 
duct of the Turkish armies in the East fueled the preaching of the First Cru- 
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sade,'’ so too the equally inflated accounts of Christian atrocities at 
Jerusalem served the interests of countercrusading propaganda."® But while 
it has been well established that these ideological considerations tended to 
encourage distortions in reports of the violence perpetrated by adherents of 
other religions, the extent to which these same considerations could at the 
very same time foster extravagant accounts of the conduct of those of the 
same religion has not yet been fully appreciated. Taking a step in the right di- 
rection, Penny Cole has shown!’ how the ideology of religious pollution and 
purification pervades the writings of most of the Christian historians. Cole 
documents the general tendency among the Latin chroniclers to view any 
Muslim presence in the Holy Land (and in Jerusalem in particular) as “a vio- 
lation of the places sacred to Christ,” and to see the crusade as a war “man- 
dated by God for the purification of his sacred places from Muslim 
defilement.” 2° To authors such as these, massacres were not to be abhorred 
but were instead divinely ordained rites of purification, and consequently 
these writers sought to convey the impression that non-Christian popula- 
tions were completely annihilated. Hence Fulcher relates how Jerusalem was 
“restored to its pristine dignity” and cleansed of the contagion of its pagan 
inhabitants by the triumphant crusaders,”! while Raymond invokes imagery 
from the Old Testament and Revelation to show how the fall of Jerusalem 
not only confirmed Christianity and restored the Faith but “ended all pagan- 
ism” (i.e., Islam).?? 

While Cole notes that the theme of religious pollution served to justify 
the crusaders’ violence,» it must be acknowledged that as a literary motif it 
tended to distort it as well. The taking of prisoners and the survival of many 
inhabitants are facts easily obscured by Raymond and Fulcher’s bloated rhet- 
oric, although it is clear that such things did occur even at Jerusalem itself. 
The Anonymous, who unlike Raymond and Fulcher did not attempt to jus- 
tify the crusaders’ violence through the pollution/purification motif** (and 
who is not, coincidentally, usually the most sober in his reports of conflict),” 
mentions that prisoners (both male and female) were taken at the building 
that the crusaders believed to be the Temple of Solomon.’* Again unlike Ray- 
mond and Fulcher, the Anonymous adds that it was the surviving inhabitants 
who cleared the bodies of the dead from the city after the fighting had 
ceased.*” The Anonymous’s testimony that prisoners were taken and some 
inhabitants survived is corroborated by a number of sources: by a document 
from the Jewish community at Ascalon indicating that prisoners were so 
abundant that the normal ransom price was lowered; by a letter describing 
how captive Jews had been dispersed throughout the Eastern Mediter- 
ranean; and by the fact that many Muslim refugees from Jerusalem were 
later to be found at Damascus; and even by Ibn al Athir’s uncharacteristically 
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restrained statement that although the men were killed, the women and chil- 
dren were taken prisoner.”* The most atrocious treatment of noncombatants 
at Jerusalem did not occur on the “day that ended all paganism,” but (if we 
are to believe Albert of Aix) three days later, when the imminent approach of 
the Fatimid army resulted in the order to execute all remaining prisoners; 
and the documented existence of all the aforementioned survivors and ran- 
som agreements casts some doubt on the rigidity with which this order was 
carried out. 

Unfortunately, most modern historians have bought into the pollu- 
tion/purification ideology and have followed Raymond and Fulcher rather 
than the Anonymous. Prawer, apparently confusing the bloodshed at the cli- 
max of the siege of Jerusalem with the executions three days later, describes a 
three-day-long slaughter with 20,000 to 30,000 dead.*° Runciman states 
that “The Crusaders rushed through the streets and into the houses slaying 
everyone that they saw, man, woman, and child,” and that “the only sur- 
vivors” were the few hundred troops of the garrison who surrendered to 
Raymond St. Gilles;>! even when noting that the city was cleared of corpses 
after the siege, he fails to mention that this task was performed by the sur- 
viving inhabitants!>? Less scholarly histories, following Runciman’s lead, 
have popularized these inaccuracies. Jones and Ereira describe how the cru- 
saders’ “fanatical blood-lust” ensured that the troops of the garrison “were 
the only Moslems in Jerusalem to escape with their lives” —while on the very 
next page, and apparently unaware of any contradiction, quoting the Anon- 
ymous’s description of how the surviving inhabitants cleared the city of the 
dead! 

The ideology of Church reform, which at this time was producing more 
and more aggressive justifications for pious violence,** appears to have func- 
tioned in a manner similar to that of the ideology of religious pollution/pu- 
rification. The distorting effect of reforming ideology is suggested by the fact 
that, of the earliest eyewitness accounts of the First Crusade, the two sources 
that tend to exaggerate the most are also those written by men most firmly 
entrenched in the reforming camp: Raymond d’Aguilers’s patron, the count 
of Toulouse, was a prominent fidelis sancti Petri,*> while Fulcher, the son of 
yet another fidelis,** devoted an entire chapter of his history to defending 
Urban II and Matilda of Tuscany against the antipope Wibert.*’ In an age in 
which victory in battle was widely seen as a sign of divine favor and defeat as 
the punishment for sin,** exaggeration served the purposes of both reform 
and crusade. Raymond’s and Fulcher’s accounts of great crusading victories 
and Old Testament-style massacres of infidels not only served to defend their 
specific enterprise from its critics*? but also added the aura of divine appro- 
bation to the reformers’ more general claim that the papacy could legiti- 
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mately raise armies and direct them to war.*® Given that this claim was still 
vigorously opposed by the imperial party,*! nothing short of total, pagan- 
annihilating massacres would suffice, and so such massacres were described 
in all their gory detail—even when they did not actually happen. 

Adding to the confusion created by such ideological considerations is the 
gendered nature of the language used by the Christian chroniclers and the 
difficulties involved in translating their Latin into modern languages. Appar- 
ent contradictions arise when the chroniclers’ biases are not identified. In de- 
scribing the fall of Caesarea in 1101, for example, Ryan’s translation of 
Fulcher reads that the crusaders “slew with their swords everyone whom 
they encountered,” * and that although the “Saracens,” seeing that their city 
was captured, tried to flee, “they were unable to hide anywhere and instead 
were slain in a death that was well deserved”; but it then goes on to state that 
“a great many of the women were spared because they could always be used 
to turn the hand mills,” and describes how after the siege the Franks bought 
and sold prisoners, both male and female, among themselves.*? Fulcher 
seems to be contradicting himself: was everyone killed, or were prisoners 
taken? 

Such passages become comprehensible only if one acknowledges that, 
when describing the climax of a battle or siege, these sources are primarily 
and often exclusively concerned with describing the fates of the male com- 
batants. Christian and Muslim chroniclers are alike in this regard: Ibn al- 
Qalanisi, describing the crusaders’ attack on Ascalon, reveals this bias quite 
clearly when he states that, “It is said that the number of the people of 
Ascalon who were killed in this campaign—that is to say of the witnesses 
[who could testify in court], men of substance, merchants, and youths, ex- 
clusive of the regular levies—amounted to two thousand seven hundred 
souls.” * 

Thus, when Fulcher and others use words in the masculine, such as 
Saraceni, Turci, and defensores civitatis—and even more neutral words like 
cives or omnes—in such contexts, they refer only to adult male citizens, not 
to the women, children, and male noncombatants.*® Able-bodied men—all 
of whom, both soldiers and civilians, would normally be armed and organ- 
ized for the defense of their cities—suffered the highest casualties because 
they were all seen as combatants and hence as military threats. Women, chil- 
dren, and male noncombatants, on the other hand, who comprised the ma- 
jority of the population, were seen not as threats but as spoils. When 
mentioned at all, they are not discussed in the context of the actual fighting 
but in the search for plunder and the cataloguing of the loot, where they are 
grouped with the booty rather than with the defenders. Thus, for example, in 
his description of the fall of Antioch, Ralph of Caen states that the crusaders 
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seized boys, girls, gold, and women, but that the citizens (cives) fled to the 
citadel; he goes on to relate that, of these citizens, father did not wait for son, 
nor son for grandfather.** 

Obviously, the crusaders did modify their treatment of the inhabitants of 
Antioch according to distinctions of age and gender, and one must be careful 
not to project the fate of the able-bodied men of the captured cities onto the 
rest of the inhabitants by translating terms used to describe male combatants 
with words denoting the population as a whole. The fact that the Latin writ- 
ers sometimes used masculine endings when describing groups of mixed gen- 
der can sometimes be confusing, but a comparative analysis of the context 
makes their gendered perspective clear. What truly complicates the matter is 
when modern historians perpetuate the gender biases of their sources. Runci- 
man states that at Antioch the Christians massacred “all the Turks that they 
saw, women as well as men”, and that “By nightfall on 3 June there was no 
Turk left alive in Antioch”; more popular histories peddle the fiction that the 
crusaders “spared neither sex nor condition and paid no respect to age... 
They killed the servants, ...mothers of families and the children of no- 
bles.” 4” All this despite the very words of the leaders of the crusade them- 
selves, who in a letter to Pope Urban II, which is preserved in Fulcher”s 
narrative, described the capture of Antioch in the following terms: “We slew 
Cassianus [Yaghisiyan], the tyrant of the city, and many of his soldiers, and 
kept their wives, children, and families, together with their gold, silver, and 
all their possessions.” *8 

Thus, beneath the hyperbole of the misinformed, beneath the rhetoric of 
crusade and religious pollution, and beneath the confusions created by gen- 
der biases and the gendered focus of the historians, we find evidence for the 
continued (if troubled) survival of the noncombatant inhabitants of the cities 
of the East. 

To be aware of the factors contributing to exaggeration is not to deny 
that massacres did happen on the First Crusade, nor to apologize for them.*? 
Many noncombatants did indeed perish in the course of the sieges, especially 
at Ma‘arra and Jerusalem, and the crusaders certainly had a lot of blood on 
their hands; but by the same token their killing was seldom indiscriminate. 
On the contrary, being desperate for money and supplies, they selectively uti- 
lized violence and the threat of it as means of acquiring the greatest amount 
of money and booty. When this could be done by torturing and executing 
prisoners who were believed to be hiding their wealth (as at Ma‘arra), then 
things could certainly be very bad for the inhabitants;°° but when it could 
more easily be achieved by taking non-Christians prisoner for ransom or en- 
slavement (as was usually the case), the crusaders simply ignored the chroni- 
clers who railed against them for associating with “loose pagan women.”*! 
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The idea that the crusaders would wantonly destroy the only sources of 
wealth keeping most of them alive should be relegated to the realm of histor- 
ical fiction.*? 

Where terms of surrender were honored—as at Albara—and where 
large numbers of prisoners were taken—as at Antioch and Caesarea—it 
would be stretching the truth to characterize events as treacherous and indis- 
criminate massacres, as Runciman and others have done; these were simply 
hard-fought military victories in which the crusaders adhered to the laws of 
war as they knew them. This is why it is so dangerous to fail to acknowledge 
the chroniclers’ gendered focus or to accept at face value their portraits of the 
final moments of the sieges as “purifying” orgies of religious intolerance. In- 
deed, when we do so, we merely perpetuate the very mythology by which so 
much of the violence and religious intolerance of subsequent centuries was 
(and continues to be) justified. 
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Prisoners of War During 
the Fatimid-Ayyubid Wars 
with the Crusaders 


YAACOV LEV 


WG: was endemic in the medieval Muslim Middle East. The human 
cost of warfare was immense, and the danger of being captured by 
enemies or brigands was a very real one. The study of how prisoners of war 
were treated touches upon central aspects of human life and attitudes—reli- 
gion, politics, propaganda, and economics, although, in the context of this 
paper, the last aspect is the most elusive one. We shall proceed by examining 
how prisoners were actually treated and then discussing the political, com- 
munal, individual, and religious dimensions of the topic. 


Treatment of Prisoners of War 


The wars of the First Crusade were marked by atrocities and large-scale 
massacres of civilian populations committed by the crusaders. However, it 
appears that this intensification of warfare had no direct consequences on 
the wars between regular Muslim armies and the crusaders. Usually, prison- 
ers were taken by both sides.! But execution of captured prisoners took 
place, too. In fact, in the wars between Muslim armies and the crusaders, the 
two tendencies coexisted. The killing of prisoners of war should not be inter- 
preted as an attempt to annihilate the enemy completely. Total war was rare 
in the Middle Ages. Ibn al-Qalanisi (1072-1160), the renowned historian of 
Damascus, characterizes war as marked by killing, taking of prisoners, and 
looting. However, our ability to understand under which circumstances and 
for which reasons prisoners were kept alive or summarily executed is rather 
limited. One of the reasons is the terse way that incidents of warfare are re- 
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ported in Arabic sources. The other reason is inherent in the act of war itself. 
War is savage and hazardous. When violence is unleashed, the difference be- 
tween human and inhuman treatment of the defeated enemy, even under the 
best of intentions, is precarious. 

A few well-known incidents of war illustrate these two coexisting ten- 
dencies. On 18 May 1102, the Fatimids captured the fortress of Ramla and 
took, according to Arabic sources, 700 prisoners, of whom 300 were 
brought to Cairo and 400 were put to death.’ In this case, as in many others, 
we are in the dark in regard to the motives of the winning side. Why were 
some of the prisoners executed while the lives of others were spared? In win- 
ter 1105, Tughtakin, the ruler of Damascus, conquered the fortress of Al‘al, 
lying southwest of the Sea of Galilee, and took many prisoners. A year later, 
the stronghold of Toron was attacked by the army of Damascus; the fighting 
was fierce, and no prisoners were taken.’ In 1108, Tughtakin was very suc- 
cessful in his war against the crusaders, capturing, in a battle outside 
Tiberias, Gervase of Basoches and many of his men. Gervase turned down 
Tughtakin’s proposal to set the prisoners free in exchange for three towns in 
Palestine. On his part, Tughtakin refused Gervase’s offer to provide ransom 
and instead put him and some of the captives to death and sent others to 
Baghdad for display.° 

The dispatch of captives to Baghdad was done for propagandistic rea- 
sons. Although lacking any real political power, the Abbasid caliph still en- 
joyed tremendous prestige within the Sunni world, and Sunni rulers sought 
from the caliph recognition of their rule. Later, Saladin did the same; he sent 
to Baghdad for display Frankish knights captured at Hittin. As on earlier oc- 
casions, it was a purely propagandistic move, serving as a live illustration of 
Saladin’s greatest victory and demonstrating in Baghdad his might and 
achievements in the Holy War.° He, like other Sunni rulers, constantly ap- 
proached the Abbasid caliphate seeking recognition of his rule and authori- 
zation for holding territories he had seized from other Muslim rulers and the 
Franks. 

Saladin’s wars against the crusaders were more frequent, extensive, and 
violent than those of the Fatimids. In spite of his reputation for magnanimity, 
Saladin’s treatment of prisoners of war was quite callous. A certain pattern in 
his behavior is evident. At times of military successes, Saladin’s behavior to- 
ward conquered populations and captured leaders of the crusaders was gen- 
erous. However, at times of no military successes or in periods of military 
setbacks, Saladin’s behavior toward prisoners was savage, and they were 
quite systematically put to death. The killing of prisoners was not regarded 
as sinful or even shameful behavior. Under certain conditions, Muslim law 
permits the execution of prisoners of war. The Muslim jurists rely on the au- 
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thority of the Prophet, who ordered the execution of two prisoners captured 
at the battle of Badr (624).’ Historians such as ‘Imad al-Din al-Isfahani, 
al-Qadi al-Fadil, and Ibn Shaddad, who admired Saladin and served as his 
close administrative aids, report the execution of prisoners in a matter-of- 
fact way. Although ‘Imad al-Din in his writings expresses no condemnation 
of the killing of prisoners, he personally shunned taking part in the butchery. 
Al-Qadi al-Fadil unequivocally denounced the killing of prisoners.* 

During campaigns conducted in the late 1170s, Saladin put to death 
prisoners of war. For example, in 573/1177-1178, during a raid on southern 
Palestine, captured prisoners were brought to Saladin’s camp and executed 
there.’ By no means was this action an isolated event; rather, it was a matter 
of policy. In 574/1178-1179, Saladin ordered put to death Frankish and 
Christian prisoners (meaning apparently crusaders and Christian civilians) 
captured in a war with the crusaders in the vicinity of Hama and during a 
raid on villages in that area. The killing of prisoners was carried out by men 
of religion.'° Militarily, these campaigns were insignificant. But through 
them Saladin was trying to establish his position and reputation as a warrior 
of the Holy War. It appears that in the absence of any real military successes, 
the killing of prisoners seemed to Saladin instrumental for achieving his 
aims. During the Third Crusade, especially following the fall of Acre, prison- 
ers were frequently executed by Saladin.'! Saladin’s conduct reflects his frus- 
tration in face of constant military setbacks as well as his desire for 
vengeance for the execution by the crusaders of 3,000 of his soldiers cap- 
tured at Acre.” 

On other occasions Saladin’s killing of prisoners was more selective. For 
instance, Saladin ordered put to death the surviving prisoners of the cru- 
saders’ incursion into the Red Sea that had aimed to reach Mecca. Saladin in- 
sisted on the killing of these prisoners in spite an objection by his brother 
al-‘Adil who, in absence of Saladin, was in charge of affairs in Egypt. Appar- 
ently these prisoners surrendered themselves and were promised quarter. Sal- 
adin explained his decision to put these captives to death by the need to keep 
the routes of the Red Sea secret and to deter any further attempts in that di- 
rection.'> The killing of the captured Hospitallers and Templars following 
the victory at Hittin was motivated by the desire to purify the land from 
those who had defiled it. This is an unprecedented explanation, which ac- 
cords to execution of prisoners the status of a religious duty, and the execu- 
tions were carried out by people of religion.'* The origin of this approach 
should be sought in the concept of the Holy War as it had evolved in the 
twelfth century. The ideology of the Holy War maintained that the lands 
were made impure by the presence of the Franks and that the aim of the Holy 
War was to reconquer and purify these lands.'’ In 1179, following a victory 
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at the battle of Jacob’s Ford, Saladin put to death captured apostates from 
Islam and crossbowmen. The execution of apostates from Islam is permitted 
by Muslim law and was a standard practice in such cases. Thus in this case 
Saladin behaved within the boundaries of his religion and moral values." 
These examples do not mean that Saladin conducted a systematic policy of 
killing prisoners of war. On many occasions the lives of the captives were 
spared.'” Saladin was a man of complex personality. He was capable of cal- 
culated acts of killings, but he was well aware of the danger of sliding into 
pathological cruelty.'* 

Nonetheless, Saladin’s behavior stands in contrast with his fame as a 
person who treated defeated enemies kindly. Saladin earned his reputation 
by some highly publicized deeds. One of these, reported also by William of 
Tyre, took place during the war for Acre. A Christian mother came to Sal- 
adin to plead for the life of her baby, who had been snatched from her by 
Muslim raiders. Saladin bought the baby from the soldiers who had captured 
it and returned it to the mother. This was a quite unusual act of human pity 
and generosity. Usually private people, not foreigners, were involved in the 
ransoming of their coreligionists. Other acts of generosity by Saladin were 
more calculated and politically motivated. 

Although Saladin, like other men of his age, had no scruples about 
killing prisoners of war, he did recognize the potential “commercial value” 
of captured enemy prisoners. His behavior following the Muslim victory at 
the battle of Marj ‘Uyun, 10 June 1179, exemplifies this point. Saladin cap- 
tured a number of high-ranking prisoners, whom he imprisoned in Damas- 
cus. The highest ransom, 150,000 dinars of Tyre, was demanded for Baldwin 
of Ibelin, who agreed as a part of the deal for his release to set free 1,000 
Muslim prisoners. Another prisoner, Hugh of Tiberias, was ransomed by his 
mother for 55,000 dinars. Odo of Saint-Amand, the master of the Templars, 
died in a prison in Damascus, and the fate of many other high-ranking pris- 
oners remains unknown.”° We must distinguish between ransom of prisoners 
from captivity and sale of prisoners by their captors. Sale of prisoners was 
not very common but did occur. In such cases prisoners were bought from 
captivity by their enemies.*! 

Naval warfare constituted a different category. Full-scale battles be- 
tween enemy war fleets were very rare. On the other hand, naval raids on 
enemy shipping and coasts were very common. In this type of warfare, en- 
slaving people and looting were the main goals. But the results of naval war- 
fare were even more unpredictable than those of war on land. Therefore, 
many naval raids ended in the killing of people on board enemy ships al- 
though that was not the initial aim. In the Fatimid period, the spoils of naval 
raids were shared between the ruler, who received the captured people and 
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weapons, and the crews of the warships, who received the rest of the booty. 
Some events of 504/1110-1111 exemplify a successful naval raid. In that 
year merchants who sailed from Egypt were captured by the Franks and their 
goods worth 100,000 dinars looted. They remained in captivity until they 
ransomed themselves.2* The same is true for the naval raids in 550/ 
1155-1156 and in $52/1157-1158; in these two incidents pilgrims captured 
on the high seas were brought alive to Cairo. On the other hand, in 
$46/1151-1152 none of the Christian pilgrims attacked on the sea by the Fa- 
timid navy survived.” 

Although enslavement of people and looting were the main motives 
for naval raids, other factors were at work, too. Occasionally these factors 
were more powerful than those mentioned above. For instance, in 
$17/1123-1124, the Fatimids captured a great number of men and women 
during a naval raid on Christian shipping. The ransom value of these prison- 
ers was in excess of 20,000 dinars. Nonetheless, the vizier, Ma’mun 
al-Bata’ihi, ordered them put to death, explaining that it was in retaliation 
for the execution of five hundred Muslim prisoners whose ransom value was 
100,000 dinars. The execution of the Christian prisoners took place in Cairo 
in a great public spectacle after their offer to ransom themselves for 30,000 
dinars was refused.** We have no information on the Muslim prisoners al- 
legedly executed by the crusaders, but it must be taken into account that the 
ransom value of 20,000 or even 30,000 dinars for the Christian prisoners 
captured in 1123-1124 represented only a theoretical estimate. Ransoming 
was a long and tedious affair, and the sums achieved could have been much 
lower than estimated. This is especially true in respect to the pilgrims. A lack 
of any concrete “commercial value” of these prisoners was undoubtedly a 
factor behind al-Ma’mun’s savage treatment of them. On another occasion 
the same vizier behaved differently. He exchanged with the crusaders prison- 
ers who belonged to the military class. 

The execution of prisoners of war was not a practice limited to wars be- 
tween Christendom and Islam. Such killings took place in intra-Islamic wars, 
too. Three examples taken from Fatimid history illustrate this point. The 
anti-Fatimid rebellion of Abu Yazid in North Africa (944-947) was marked 
by large-scale atrocities committed by both sides. Civilians were not spared, 
and five hundred rebel prisoners who had been brought to the Fatimid capi- 
tal city of al-Mahdia were butchered by the population. In February 920, the 
Fatimid navy, which participated in an attack on Egypt, then under Abbasid 
rule, was destroyed off Rosetta, and hundreds of captives were taken. The 
prisoners were separated into three groups: naval officers were put on public 
display; captives whose origin was from Sicily and the North African coastal 
towns of Barga and Tripoli were set free; but hundreds of Kutama and 
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Zuwayla prisoners were massacred by soldiers and the civilian population, 
The Kutama were Berbers and staunch Fatimid supporters. The Zuwayl, 
were most probably blacks, and they, like the Kutama, comprised the back. 
bone of the Fatimid army. We have here a case of selective killing of prison. 
ers. Prisoners who belonged to sociomilitary groups known as Fatimid 
supporters were put to death, while prisoners who were not regarded as such 
were unconditionally set free. The Fatimids did the same with their enemy 
prisoners. In 972 they executed 1,500 Qarmatian prisoners of war. 


Types of Prisoners 


When speaking about prisoners of war, we must distinguish between 
two groups: people belonging to the military class and ordinary civilians. 
The treatment of high-ranking prisoners of the military class oscillated be- 
tween the desire to make use of them and savagery. High-ranking prisoners 
of the enemy were regarded as an economic asset and as a bargaining card for 
the release of one’s own prisoners from enemy captivity. In contrast to high- 
ranking people of the military class, simple soldiers were treated badly. On 
many occasions they were butchered or sold as slaves. Among the civilians 
only wealthy merchants were regarded by their captors as having a “com- 
mercial value.” Other civilians were treated as chattel. Nonetheless, in the 
Constantinople of the High Middle Ages, there lived a large population of 
Muslim prisoners, some of whom spent long years in captivity. They enjoyed 
freedom of religion and prayed in a special mosque. The composition of this 
rather large prisoner population must have been quite diversified, including 
high-ranking military men and wealthy merchants as well as simple soldiers 
and civilians. Occasionally some of the more important persons among these 
prisoners were invited to the court, and others acquired a fair knowledge of 
Byzantine institutions.”° The treatment of Muslim prisoners in Constantino- 
ple was sometimes a subject of diplomatic contacts and acrimony between 
Baghdad and Byzantium. Christian prisoners (Rum) captured in raids on 
Byzantine territories lived in the Christian quarter of Baghdad.’ On the con- 
ditions in which Frankish prisoners were kept in Fatimid and Ayyubid Cairo 
little is known. When Saladin abolished the Fatimid state in 1171, he found 
that Christian prisoners were imprisoned in al-Hakim’s mosque, where they 
had established a church for themselves. He put an end to this, but the 
mosque was not restored for service; it became a stable, which was removed 
only by the Ayyubid sultan al-Salih Ayyub (1240-1249). It seems that during 
the Ayyubid-Mamluk period high-ranking Christian prisoners with theit 
wives and children were kept in a jail known as kha’zina al-bunud.® 

Perhaps the best illustration of the fate of civilians who fell into enemy 
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hands is provided by Ibn al-Tuwayr’s (1130-1220) description of the results 
of a successful Fatimid naval raid on Christian shipping to the Levant. Fol- 
lowing this raid over one thousand people were brought alive to Cairo. A 
thousand men were sent to work at the stores and mills of the royal palace. A 
group of women and children among the captives was given to the vizier and 
the others were brought to the palace. Some were assigned for service in the 
palace, and others sent to work at the workshops of the palace. The very 
young boys were sent for training as military slaves while elderly prisoners 
and some others were put to death. The use of prisoners as a work force at 
the stores and mills of the palace continued under the Ayyubid rulers. And 
Saladin allotted captured Christian women as slave girls among his closest 
aides.”? 

This information, as well as other accounts, points out the employment 
of a servile work force in the Fatimid and Ayyubid periods. During the North 
African period of the Fatimid state (909-969), slaves were used in the pro- 
duction of textiles for the needs of the court.*° But the most telling report is 
that of the famous North African traveler Ibn Jubayr, who visited Egypt in 
1182-1183. He says that Christian prisoners were used by Saladin for the 
construction of the citadel of Cairo. According to him, there were so many 
prisoners that on other construction projects carried out by Saladin there 
was no need for a free work force.*! This information is exaggerated by later 
historians who say that 50,000 prisoners were employed by Saladin in the 
building of the citadel.*? The use of prisoners of war on construction projects 
was not limited to Cairo. The fortification of Acre, conquered by Saladin 
after his victory at Hittin, was done with servile labor, and the same is true 
for Jerusalem, fortified by Saladin during the late stages of the Third Cru- 
sade. The use of prisoners of war on construction sites continued under 
Ayyubid and Mamluk rulers. For example, the sultan al-Salih Ayyub em- 
ployed prisoners captured in a battle fought in 1240-1241 for building the 
citadel on the Rawda island and other religious monuments in Cairo.* 
Nonetheless, for the period under study, it is very difficult to determine to 
what extent captive labor was of importance to the economies of the Muslim 
state, Byzantium or the crusader kingdom of Jerusalem. 

In regard to later centuries, the evidence for the employment of prisoners 
of war as a slave work force in the Mamluk period is very scant.** But in sev- 
enteenth-century Muslim North Africa, captive labor was of great impor- 
tance, and Spanish prisoners of war were employed in a wide range of 
tasks.*5 From earlier centuries there are three examples of wide use of servile 
work forces in agriculture. The most notorious case is the employment of 
African slaves (zanj) on plantations in ninth-century southern Iraq. Slaves 
were also important in the agriculture of ninth-century Tunisia and in the 
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agriculture of the mid-eleventh-century Ismai‘ili state at al-Ahsa’ in the 
Bahrain region of Arabia.** Outside agriculture and large-scale construction 
projects carried out by the state, the employment of slaves in urban economy 
is not attested to in the sources. 


The Plight of Women 


In periods of war the plight of women was especially bitter. Separation 
of families, flight of husbands from war-infested areas, and rape were com- 
mon calamities that befell women in such times. The fate of women who be- 
longed to a defeated ruler was not much better than that of common women 
caught in hostilities beyond their control. From biblical times the possession 
of the royal harem was regarded as a highly prized trophy of war, symboliz- 
ing the demise of a dynasty and the transfer of power to a new claimant. This 
ancient Near Eastern tradition was very much alive in the Middle Ages. For 
example, when the Fatimid propagandist ‘Abd Allah al-Shi‘i overthrew the 
Aghlabid regime, he also took the slave-girls of Ziyad Allah III, the last ruler 
of the dynasty. But he kept and provided for them until the arrival and the 
coronation of his master, ‘Abd Allah al-Mahdi, the first Fatimid ruling imam. 
Only he took possession of those slave-girls, leaving some for himself and di- 
viding the rest among his son and the leaders of the Kutama Berbers.*” When 
Saladin removed the Fatimid dynasty, he found himself in a situation not 
much different from that of ‘Abd Allah al-Shi‘i. He could not take possession 
of the Fatimid royal women, because he was not a ruler in his own right, and 
formally the overthrow of the Fatimids was done on behalf of Nur al-Din 
and in his name; therefore, Fatimid women were in fact Nur al-Din’s booty. 
But Saladin did not send them to Damascus, preferring to imprison them and 
the male members of the Fatimid family in Cairo. Saladin’s policy toward the 
Fatimid family must be seen in light of his reluctance to acknowledge his for- 
mal subordination to Nur al-Din with whom, by 1171, his relations had al- 
ready been strained.** In other cases, a respectful treatment of women and 
children of the enemy signaled an attempt at reconciliation.*® 

When towns were conquered and the population massacred, women 
were not spared. Such atrocities were committed in intra-Islamic wars as 
well as during the Crusades.*° On other occasions, for instance, in bedouin 
raids on towns and villages women and children were captured and taken 
away. From the point of view of a bedouin tribe, those were very valuable 
captives. Children could be raised as members of the tribe, augmenting its 
membership and fighting manpower. Women were used as concubines and as 
a work force or even married; in that way new females not related were ab- 
sorbed into the tribe. But bedouin warfare was diversified and flexible, lack- 
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ing rigid patterns of behavior, and conquest of a town by bedouins exposed 
women to the danger of rape. On the other hand, when Muslim regular 
armies fought the bedouins, the capture of bedouin women was an impor- 
tant aspect of the campaign. For the tribe it was not only a human tragedy 
but also a loss threatening its reproductive ability.*! Similar policies were 
adopted by the Byzantines, who in their raids on Muslim towns and territo- 
ries enslaved and carried away women and children.* Imperial policy in its 
scope and motives greatly differed from the warfare practiced by the 
bedouins. Women and children fetched high prices on slave markets in the 
Byzantine empire and could enrich the military leaders and troops involved 
in the raids. For example, the emperor John I Tzimiskes (969-976) issued an 
imperial decree regulating the taxes owed to the state by soldiers who ac- 
quired prisoners of war after a campaign. In other cases, Muslim prisoners 
captured in the warfare along the frontier with Islam were, as a matter of 
policy, forcibly converted to Christianity and settled on land.* 

Women dreaded the possible consequences of captivity. Rape during 
captivity had bitter consequences for a woman for the rest of her life. Evi- 
dence from Jewish sources indicates that women who had been raped and 
later ransomed were ready to enter into polygamous marriages as second 
wives—or, more precisely, were left with little choice but to do so.** The ran- 
som price demanded for women who were not sexually abused during cap- 
tivity far exceeded the standard ransom price of 33.3 dinars, and those 
engaged in ransoming found it difficult to raise such excessive sums of 


money.* 
Exchange of Prisoners of War 


In the Middle Ages, through many centuries of an almost constant state 
of belligerency and warfare between Islam and Byzantium, procedures for 
the ransom of prisoners became institutionalized. Redemption of prisoners 
from enemy captivity involved two levels of activity: that of states and that of 
individuals and communities. 

Islam does prescribe the exchange of prisoners. The Qur’an, in fact, 
sanctions the release of enemy prisoners by exchange or as an act of grace. 
The most important Qur’anic verses on this subject say: “When you meet the 
unbelievers, smite their necks, then, when you have made wide slaughter 
among them, tie fast the bonds; then set them free, either by grace or ransom, 
till the war lays down its loads” (47:4-5). The same attitude, namely, that 
prisoners can be taken following the defeat of the enemy, is revealed also in 
other verses: “It is not for any Prophet to have prisoners until he made wide 
slaughter in the land” (8:66-67), and “O Prophet say to the prisoners in your 
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hand” (8:71).*¢ In addition, the Qur’an says that a portion of the alms-tax is 
to be allotted for ransom of slaves (9:60). Commentators on the Qur’an and 
jurists interpreted this verse as an obligation to help prisoners and slaves get 
themselves freed.*”7 The Qur’anic dictum (47:4—5) tallies with the norms of 
warfare in pre-Islamic Arabia. In tribal wars the taking of prisoners among 
the male and the female population of a defeated tribe was very common, 
and the prisoners were held for ransom or enslaved. The same is true for 
early Islamic warfare, the wars of ridda, in which prisoners taken by the 
Muslims eventually were returned to their tribes.** However, the Muslim 
wars of conquest of the Middle East in the seventh century were marked by 
the killing of the fighting men of the Persian and Arab opponents of the Mus- 
lims and the enslaving of the women and children of the defeated enemies.* 
Nonetheless, when whole regiments of the Persian army surrendered to the 
Muslims, they were given quarter and were incorporated into the Muslim 
armies.” 

Tenth-century Arabic sources make mention of twelve organized ran- 
soms of Muslim prisoners (fida’) from Byzantine captivity in the period be- 
tween 805 and 946. These events took place on the Lamas-Su river in 
southern Anatolia.*! The historian Tabari (839-923) provides two detailed 
accounts of how exchanges of prisoners were conducted between the Ab- 
basids and Byzantines. In 231/845-846, several thousand Muslim prisoners 
were ransomed from Byzantine captivity. They included men, women, chil- 
dren and even dhimmis (i.e., Christians and Jews who, apparently, were cap- 
tured during raids on Muslim territories or shipping). Tabari’s account is 
made up of different versions of this event. According to one of these ver- 
sions, thirty Muslims who had converted to Christianity in Byzantine captiv- 
ity were released, too. If this account is true, these prisoners, upon their 
liberation from captivity, could have been accused of apostasy; however 
Tabari does not elaborate on their fate. He does note that the caliph ordered 
the officials in charge of the fida’ to subject the released captives to mibna, 
that is, to ask them whether they professed that the Qur’an was created. 
Whoever denied the creation of the Qur’an was to be left in captivity. It must 
have been one of the last cases of mihna, for it was abolished by the caliph 
al-Mutawakkil (847-861). During the fida’ of 241/855-856, the Muslim 
prisoners released from Byzantine captivity were no longer subjected to 
mibna.* 

Other Muslim rulers were also involved in ransom of Muslim prisoners 
from Byzantine captivity. On several occasions the Muslim rulers of Egypt 
were approached by the Byzantines in regard to exchange of prisoners. Ac- 
cording to the Coptic-Arabic chronicle, such a request was made by the two 
emperors Leo VI and Alexander to Ahmad ibn Tulun. Muhammad ibn 
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Tughj, the Ikhshidid ruler of Egypt, dealt with the issue of exchange of pris- 
oners with Byzantium quite frequently, committing considerable resources. 
In 325/936-937 an exchange of prisoners was arranged after long diplo- 
matic exchanges between Byzantium and Ibn Tughj. In 355/965—966, Ibn 
Tughj was approached in Damascus by a delegation from the frontier zone of 
Northern Syria and a Byzantine envoy and was asked to agree to a fida’. Ibn 
Tughj died shortly afterwards in Damascus, but his general and the future 
ruler of Egypt, Kafur, provided a large sum of money, 30,000 dinars, to pay 
for the release of Muslim prisoners from Byzantine imprisonment. Another 
participant in this fida’ was Sayf al-Dawla al-Hamdani, a local Arab ruler of 
northern Syria.*? 

The Arabic sources clearly indicates that the rulers of the Muslim world 
saw the release of Muslim prisoners held by Byzantium as their duty. The Fa- 
timids, for instance, during their rule in North Africa and later in Egypt 
(969-1171), were much involved in efforts to release Muslim prisoners from 
Byzantine captivity. During the North African phase of their history, the Fa- 
timids were engaged in many land and naval wars with Byzantium in Sicily 
and southern Italy. But warfare was only one side of Fatimid-Byzantine rela- 
tions. Political contacts between the two states were no less extensive, and 
Byzantine diplomats often came to the Fatimid court. Among the various Fa- 
timid political demands from Byzantium, two issues figure prominently: a re- 
quest to release Muslim prisoners and the demand to pronounce the Friday 
sermons at the mosque of Muslim prisoners in Constantinople in the name of 
the Fatimid rulers. 

During the rule of al-Mu‘izz in Tunisia, the Fatimids found themselves in 
a war with the Umayyads of Spain and the Byzantines who cooperated with 
them. In 346/957-958 both the Umayyads and the Byzantines offered a truce 
to al-Mu‘izz. According to Qadi al-Nu‘man, the foremost Fatimid jurist and 
a man of al-Mu‘izz’s inner circle, the Fatimids demanded from Byzantium 
the release of Muslim prisoners captured by the Byzantines in their wars with 
the rulers of the eastern Muslim world (apparently meaning the Middle East 
and the Abbasid territories in general).** 

Al-Mu‘izz’s peculiar demand must be understood in light of his efforts to 
win from the Muslim world a legitimization for the Fatimid rule. He was 
keen to demonstrate to the Abbasids that the Fatimids were capable of win- 
ning from Byzantium concessions that they and other Muslim rulers of the 
Middle East failed to achieve. But winning concessions from Byzantium was 
only one facet of al-Mu‘izz’s political efforts aimed to impress Muslim rulers 
and to gain recognition for Fatimid rule. On other occasions al-Mu‘izz, eager 
to demonstrate to the rulers of the Muslim East that he was the true cham- 
pion of the Holy War against Byzantium, contrasted his zeal with their slack- 
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ness. In reality, however, al-Mu‘izz’s approach to Byzantium was entirely 
pragmatic and not governed by the precepts of the Holy War.°° 

After the transfer of the Fatimid state to Egypt (962), and an expansion 
into Palestine and Syria, the Fatimids and Byzantium became entangled in 
hostilities in northern Syria. As during the North African period, war and 
diplomacy went hand in hand, and the Fatimid political demands on Byzan- 
tium did not change. In 377/987—988, Byzantine diplomats arrived in Cairo. 
They tried to end a round of bitter fighting sparked by a Fatimid attempt to 
conquer Aleppo (992-995). Among the Fatimid conditions for signing a 
seven-year truce were stipulations for the release of Muslim prisoners, the 
pronouncement of the Friday sermons at the Constantinople mosque in the 
name of the Fatimid rulers, and a supply of some unspecified goods.” 

The release of prisoners held by the Byzantines was demanded by the Fa- 
timids in 429/1037-1038 also. This time there were several outstanding bi- 
lateral issues to be settled between the two states. In 1011 the Fatimid ruler 
al-Hakim destroyed the Church of the Holy Sepulchre in Jerusalem. This 
was part of al-Hakim’s religious policies that included persecutions of Jews 
and Christians. In 1021, following al-Hakim’s demise, the new regime re- 
voked al-Hakim’s religious policies and tried to reestablish relations with 
Byzantium. In 418/1027-1028 a Fatimid-Byzantine agreement was con- 
cluded. The Fatimids granted the emperor the right to finance the redecora- 
tion of the Church of the Holy Sepulchre and demanded the reopening of the 
mosque in Constantinople and the pronouncing of Friday sermons in their 
name. The Byzantines on their part were ready to release 5,000 Muslim pris- 
oners.°” However, the implementation of this agreement was marked by dif- 
ficulties that sprang from the continuous clash of interests in north Syria and 
especially in Aleppo. Only in 429/1037-1038, following a release of 5,000 
prisoners by the Byzantines, was the restoration of the Church of the Holy 
Sepulchre begun and the church opened. In 437/1045-1046, a new truce 
agreement was signed between the Fatimids and Byzantium. The Fatimid 
imam and the emperor exchanged splendid gifts, and the Byzantines as a sign 
of goodwill set some Muslim prisoners free.*® 

In the second half of the eleventh century, Fatimid-Byzantine relations 
were utterly shattered by the outbreak of an unexpected war. In 
447/1055-1056, the Fatimids asked Byzantium for a supply of grain to com- 
bat a severe famine caused by insufficient rise of the Nile in the previous year. 
The Fatimid request had been approved by Constantine IX Monomachus 
but was revoked by the Empress Theodora, who ruled January 1055- 
September 1056. Furthermore, during the sojourn in Constantinople of the 
Fatimid envoy al-Quda‘i, a qadi and a renowned historian, the Byzantines 
changed the sermons in the mosque of the Muslim prisoners in favor of the 
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Abbasids, archenemies of the Fatimids. This change took place on the de- 
mand of Sultan Tughril Beg’s delegation that arrived in Constantinople while 
al-Quda‘i was negotiating with the Byzantines. The Fatimid reaction was 
swift; the Church of the Holy Sepulchre was seized, and the patriarch was re- 
moved from the church complex. The deterioration in Fatimid-Byzantine re- 
lations sparked a war over the port town of Latakiyya in Syria. Neither the 
chronology of this war nor the full ramification of the events is clear. Eventu- 
ally, in the negotiations to resolve this conflict, an exchange of prisoners was 
discussed by the two states. The Fatimids had to admit that they were unable 
to secure a release of Byzantine prisoners held by other Muslim states.*? 

It seems that the tradition of exchanging prisoners of war that had 
evolved between Byzantium and the Muslim states was instrumental for the 
setting of similar practices during the First Crusade and later between the Fa- 
timids and the crusader kingdom of Jerusalem. The Fatimids and the cru- 
sader kingdom of Jerusalem did exchange prisoners of war, especially those 
belonging to the military class. The clearest attestation of this practice is 
from 510/1116-1117. In this year the Fatimid emir Shawar was released 
from the captivity of the crusaders. Shawar was of bedouin origin and his 
kinsfolk were ready to pay a vast sum of money for his release. However, the 
crusaders were not interested in money but in the release of their prisoners 
held by the Fatimids. Their demand was refused by al-Afdal, the vizier and 
the military dictator of Egypt. He is described as adamantly opposed to the 
release any prisoners from his jails. Only following his demise and the rise of 
a new vizier, al-Ma’mun al-Bata’ihi, did a change in policy take place. 
Al-Ma’mun, the same vizier who was responsible for the public execution of 
Christian pilgrims, released Frankish prisoners, paving the way for the re- 
lease of Shawar.®° But these events do not indicate necessarily that norms of 
ransom and exchange of prisoners between the Fatimids and crusaders had 
been firmly established. For instance, in 533/1158-1159 the Fatimids cap- 
tured some high-ranking military leaders of the crusaders, whom they set 
free and sent to Byzantium. At that period the Fatimids and the Byzantines 
were territorially separated and their relations dwindled. There was no im- 
mediate reason behind Fatimid goodwill toward Byzantium. It seems that 
the Fatimids were simply interested in manifesting their might and keeping 
the option of friendly relations with the empire.°! 

Saladin was quite indifferent about ransoming his own men captured by 
the crusaders. His most notable failure was to ransom the garrison of Acre. 
Prior to the fall of Acre on 12 July 1191, Saladin made an attempt to secure 
a safe departure of the garrison from the besieged town. He offered to sur- 
render the town with its installations, and he was also ready to release a 
number of Christian prisoners equal to the number of Muslim soldiers who 
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would leave Acre. In Acre the Muslims held 1,500 Christian prisoners de- 
scribed as commoners and 150 high-ranking persons. However the leaders 
of the Crusades were sure of their ability to conquer Acre, and they turned 
down Saladin’s proposals for the surrender of the town. Following the fall of 
Acre, Saladin failed to ransom his captured garrison, of whom 3,000 simple 
soldiers were executed by the crusaders in the view of Saladin’s army.” It was 
a monumental failure on the part of Saladin. Neither did Saladin do much 
for the release of Baha’ al-Din Qaraqush, the commander of Acre, from cap- 
tivity. On other occasions Saladin was more cooperative in helping his cap- 
tured comrades-in-arms. For example, in the disorderly retreat from the 
battle of Mont Gisard, the jurist Diya al-Din ‘Isa with his brother and their 
companions were captured by the crusaders. The brothers were ransomed 
after two years in captivity for 70,000 dinars. Who put up the money is not 
referred to in the sources. However some cooperation on the part of Saladin 
was needed as Christian prisoners in Saladin’s captivity were released as a 
part of the deal.® Arabic sources are reticent about the fate of the simple sol- 
diers of Saladin’s army captured following the defeat at Mont Gisard. 

It is very interesting to examine Saladin’s behavior when the ransom of 
the members of his own family was at stake. Shahansha, the son of Saladin’s 
nephew, Taqi al-Din, was captured by the Hospitallers as a result of his own 
stupidity, if not worse. He was in captivity for seven years, and Saladin paida 
vast sum of money for his release. In addition, he had to set free all of the Hos- 
pitallers held in his prison. On the one hand, in this case Saladin behaved in 
a very different way in comparison to other cases. On the other hand, it is 
very difficult to explain the length of Shahansha’s captivity. Was it a result of 
objective difficulties in the negotiations and raising the money or a reflection 
of lack of adequate goodwill and cooperation on the part of Saladin? 

Saladin, like other contemporary rulers, was also fully aware that the 
issue of prisoners could be used for political and propagandistic aims. State 
efforts to release Muslim prisoners from Christian captivity had a long tradi- 
tion in the Muslim medieval world, and Saladin maintained that tradition. 
Between 1181 and 1192, Saladin maintained extensive diplomatic contacts 
with the Byzantines and signed political treaties with Byzantium. As part of 
the cordial relations between the two sides, prisoners were set free by both 
Saladin and the Byzantines. Also, the mosque of the Muslim prisoners in 
Constantinople continued to figure high on the political agenda in the rela- 
tions between Byzantium and the Muslim rulers of Egypt. In 591/1194, for 
instance, Byzantine emissaries informed the Ayyubid sultan al-Malik al-‘Aziz 
‘Uthman that the mosque was reopened for religious services.*° Usually truce 
agreements signed between the Muslims and Franks included stipulations 
for the setting free of captives.®* In 1180, Saladin intended to fight the Ar- 
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menian ruler Roupen III, whom he accused of treacherous behavior toward 
Turkmans and mis-treatment of Muslims in general. Roupen III strived to 
settle the conflict peacefully, and he made a number of offers to Saladin, in- 
cluding the release of Muslim prisoners. Following Saladin’s rejection of 
these proposals, Roupen III made an improved offer by saying that he would 
pay the Franks for the release of five hundred Muslim prisoners.*’ These ne- 
gotiations reflect Roupen III’s awareness of Saladin’s sensitivities. He offered 
him concessions that Saladin’s propaganda could use as a tangible proof of 
political and moral achievement: the release of Muslim prisoners from Chris- 
tian captivity. Since the release of prisoners was so highly valued in the Mus- 
lim world, it should not come as a surprise that Arabic sources report 
enthusiastically about the release of Muslim prisoners in towns and strong- 
holds conquered after Saladin’s victory at Hittin. The overall number of 
Muslim prisoners redeemed from Christian captivity is quoted as 20,000 
people. In Acre and Jerusalem there were especially large populations of 
Muslim prisoners (4,000 and 3,000 respectively).°* The state involvement in 
the release of Muslim prisoners from enemy captivity continued also under 
the Mamluks and the Ottomans.” 


Ransom of Prisoners of War 


In Judaism ransom of prisoners (pidyon shevuyim) is a religious duty 
(mitzva) of paramount importance. The Jewish law (halakha) sets forth in 
detail the order of priority in the ransoming of captives and what kind of 
funds can be legally used for that purpose. In medieval times the Jewish com- 
munities had to organize the ransom of their coreligionists with their own 
communal resources and funds, receiving no help from the authorities. Jew- 
ish sources of the High and Late Middle Ages bear eloquent testimony to the 
extensive communal efforts to release captured Jews.” 

The Jewish communities were much involved in ransoming their coreli- 
gionists from enemy captivity. This activity constituted a tremendous strain 
on their charity services and financial resources. As specified by S. D. Goitein, 
the total costs involved per captive were much higher than the ransom price 
of 33.3 dinars. The community had subsequently to maintain the ransomed 
people, provide them with clothes, and pay for their journey back to their na- 
tive towns and countries. In addition, the poll tax had to be paid for them to 
the Muslim authorities, as well as port duties.”! A number of Geniza letters 
from the late 1020s and early 1030s deal with the ransom of Jewish captives 
in Alexandria. These people were brought to the city by Muslim pirates who 
captured them when raiding Byzantine shipping in the Mediterranean. The 
Jewish community in Alexandria could not deal with the problem alone, and 
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it appealed for help to the Jewish community of Fustat-Cairo, the largest and 
richest in Egypt. Other Jewish communities in Egypt also became involved in 
raising money to free Byzantine Jews in Alexandria.” Jewish communities 
along the shores of the Mediterranean were permanently engaged in the re- 
demption of prisoners. The Jewish communities of North Africa, especially 
Tunisia, used to ransom prisoners captured by pirates on the high seas or in 
raids conducted by the Muslim rulers of Tunisia on the shores of Sicily and 
south Italy.”> Ransom of prisoners was considered a very serious issue, and 
the leaders of the Jewish communities dealt with it themselves. The collec- 
tion of the money needed for the ransom could take a long time. On many 
occasions, however, it was possible to secure in the meantime the release of 
the prisoners from the hands of their captors, but prominent members of the 
community had to stand surety for them.” In any case, ransom of prisoners 
was a long, tedious, and costly affair, which required the goodwill and coop- 
eration of many communities, their leaders, and wealthy members. In the 
twelfth and thirteen centuries most cases of ransom of captives involved the 
crusaders rather than the Byzantines. The Jewish communities in Egypt 
made great efforts to redeem Jews captured by the crusaders in Palestine.” 

Similar attitudes prevailed in the Muslim and Christian worlds.” For 
example, communal efforts to redeem captive prisoners are recorded by the 
Muslim tenth-century geographer Mugqaddasi. He reports that Byzantine 
ships used to bring Muslim captives to the coastal watch-stations of Pales- 
tine where they were ransomed by the local population.” In Byzantium re- 
demption of prisoners was part of the Byzantine notion of philanthropy, and 
churchmen and emperors invested their efforts for that goal.’* In the Christ- 
ian world—especially in Spain, as the studies of James W. Brodman and 
Ellen G. Friedman point out—the ransom of prisoners from Muslim captiv- 
ity was well organized, involving great efforts and considerable economic 
resources.” 

The price of 33.3 dinars for the ransom of a prisoner from enemy cap- 
tivity was an enormous sum of money, more than a year’s income of a skilled 
worker.*° Accordingly, only very few rich individuals could ransom prisoners 
by relying solely upon their own wealth. A notable example was a powerful 
and fabulously rich Egyptian official, Abu Bakr al-Madhara’i, who in 
343/954-955 ransomed a number of Muslim prisoners in Alexandria and 
provided them with clothes and money. He turned the event into a spectacu- 
lar display of his wealth, magnanimity, and power.*! Another example comes 
from the twelfth century: the Arab noble and warrior Usama ibn Mungidh, 
was personally involved in the ransom of Muslim North African pilgrims to 
Mecca who had been captured by pirates operating on behalf of the cru- 
saders in Palestine.*” 
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Al-Qadi al-Fadil, a leading member of Saladin’s inner circle, went a step 
further, setting up a special pious endowment (waqf) for the ransom of pris- 
oners. He devoted to that purpose the revenues of a caravansary (khan) that 
he owned in Cairo.** Although pious endowments for the freeing of prison- 
ers were set up also in twelfth-century Syria,** in most cases their ransoming 
was a communal effort, each member of the community contributing ac- 
cording to his ability. It is interesting to note that Muqaddasi does not refer 
to any involvement of the authorities in the ransom of prisoners in the watch 
stations of Palestine. It was a voluntary, communal effort of the local popu- 
lation. 


Conclusions 


When the medieval Mediterranean world is examined as a whole, it is 
clear that religion permeated the attitudes of individuals, communities, and 
states toward the ransoming of their prisoners from enemy captivity. Rulers, 
Muslim and Christian, saw it as their duty to release prisoners from enemy 
captivity. Their actions reflect a mixture of religious and humanitarian as 
well as political and propagandistic motives. But religious scruples were not 
powerful enough to prevent execution of prisoners of war. More humane 
treatment of captives was influenced by practical and economic considera- 
tions and easily gave way to the inhumane, governed by merciless brutality 
and desire for revenge. 
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From Intolerance to Tolerance 


THE HUMANITARIAN WAY, 1187-1216 


GIULIO CIPOLTONE, ©.55.T,. 


| n this presentation to the International Congress on “Tolerance versus In- 
tolerance in the Confrontation of Societies during the Crusades,” my aim 
is to emphasize that the dual phenomena of intolerance and tolerance have 
their basis in the religious belief of Christians and Muslims.' Tolerance, 
when it concretely manifests itself in humanitarian service, becomes the ex- 
emplary solution to intolerance. 

In the Middle Ages, whether in the realm of Christian culture or that of 
Muslim culture, the whole of daily life was directly filtered through the word 
of God. In addition to all the problems of hermeneutics, exegesis, and the 
transmission of the Bible and the Qur’an, we must emphasize that adherence 
to the word of God—though not an obtuse adherence—calls for an unending 
“updating” in the encounter with God’s word. It means stimulating this open 
reading in line with the growth of all humanity. In short, a static, literal, and 
unchanging reading harms the rights of God and believers. Indeed, in the pe- 
riod we are now examining—as in our own time—one finds the seeds of tol- 
erance in the open reading of God’s word according to the essential 
mutability of the Divine Word. We see in the period we are studying that men 
and women lived in a situation with little movement, an almost static envi- 
ronment with regard to God’s word, that caused a predisposition to intoler- 
ance. With regard to the Bible, one thinks of a few interpretative places: the 
interpretation delegated to the clergy, to the vision of Christianity’s life and 
vitality as the continuation of Israel’s history, to the “leap backwards” with 
the “fulfillment” of the Old Testament that justifies religious hatred and holy 
war, human choice’s clear use and waste of the word of God. 

On the Muslim side, there is more consistency. However, because the 
Qur’an is considered the immutable word of God, the return for tolerance 's 
weaker. On the Muslim side, God, who is most free, can abrogate previously 
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sacred precepts. In the Qur’an, there is bloody recourse to physical force and 
the lex talionis; moreover, there is the duty of Islamization through arms. 
Nevertheless, one tries to get at the essential: more than intolerance and 
physical violence, one sees the idea of a God who makes humanity grow. We 
note that clearly the Bible and the Qur’an offer the certainty that in God 
there is no intolerance. 

Biblical references, especially from the New Testament, are plentiful. 
The follower of Christ is the true and faithful disciple who has the duty of 
loving the enemy and returning the sword to its scabbard. The following pas- 
sage from Luke is one among many with value for our topic: “John said in 
reply: ‘Master, we saw someone casting out demons in your name, and we 
forbade him because he does not follow with us.’ But Jesus said to him: ‘Do 
not forbid him; for he that is not against you is for you” (9:49-50). “But the 
people [the Samaritans] would not receive him, because his face was set to- 
ward Jerusalem. And when his disciples James and John saw this, they said: 
‘Lord, do you want us to bid fire come down from heaven and consume 
them?’ Jesus turned and rebuked them. And they went on to another village” 
(9:53-S6). 

We know that the Qur’an admits the plurality of revelation (5:65-66; 
42:14) and foresees the Lord’s reward for faithful Jews, Christians, and 
Sabeans (2:62). In addition, it establishes that “there be no compulsion in re- 
ligion” (2:256;50:45). The Qur’an, more than the New Testament, leaves 
room for contradictory interpretations, but the Qur’an’s references to a mer- 
ciful and compassionate God—to the unjust and transient result of intoler- 
ance—and a reading of the Qur’an that is centered on the essential should 
lead to tolerance itself. Such a reading was not the common one in our pe- 
riod, when to hypothesize religious freedom was difficult if not improbable. 

The time of the Crusades has been interpreted as a time of intolerance. 
We are trying to clarify this picture by emphasizing the following: the process 
of identifying the enemy, the pretexts of intolerance up to the war, and the 
voices that expressed doubts about intolerance as God’s will, along with 
“personal tolerance.” 

Christianity and Islam were based on the solidity of the Word of God, re- 
vealed by the one and only God. 

Christianity is nourished by citations from the Old Testament in such a 
way that it must base and furnish the principle of justice on the concept of 
enmity and the subsequent practice of enmity. It is this overall belief of the 
“Old Testament” that places the Christian people in the limits of territorial 
boundaries that consolidate the certainty of a covenant with God himself.* 

From the Qur’an one draws the clear impression of great diversity, dif- 
ference in rules and attitudes.’ One thinks of tolerance and intolerance in the 
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matter of religious freedom, war, and living together. The relationship with 
the People of the Book is manifestly changeable: because they are alterna- 
tively considered believers and unbelievers, sometimes they are among the 
saved, other times destined for hell. 

Above all else, it is vital to see how the image is created and consoli- 
dated. We must, therefore, maintain a universal psychology: the rejection of 
what is not part of the group and can impede the group’s equilibrium, and 
the reverse, namely, highlighting the esteem of that very group. The process 
just brought into relief as a mirror image is important to examine in the ac- 
tions, reactions, and hostility of groups. With regard to the enemy, the image 
and its identification will be said to happen without having knowledge. And 
that statement finds punctual verification in the whole vocabulary of epi- 
thets, adjectives, appositions, and expressions commonly used but applied 
without having direct knowledge. From this common and risky attitude we 
can deduce the facility of having images without knowledge. 

The West in the Middle Ages was certainly not a crystallized structure, 
but one of slow movements. Because of illiteracy, which slowed knowledge 
and relied on a primary and mediated recourse to the Bible as the unchange- 
able and eternal word, different Christian nations lived for centuries as ob- 
ject-subject of the sedimentation of images. We deal with closed images so 
deeply rooted that they make it extremely difficult to introduce new data 
that may be codified in a different way. Christians ran the risk of becoming 
schismatics or bold innovators, or in some cases, suspects. The images pres- 
ent strong opposition to changes and a strong attachment to what went be- 
fore. Attempts at comparison and introductions that could have changed the 
situation were rejected. Cognitive consistency rejected cognitive dissonance. 

The way of describing the enemy and the vocabulary expressing enmity 
both reveal a fundamental religious intolerance. Among the possible refer- 
ences one can include the following qualifiers of those not in the Christian 
group: “remote,” “barbarians,” “gentiles,” “idolaters.”* Regarding skin 
color, which already shows difference from and identification with the Chris- 
tian group, the enemy is called “Moor.” With reference to black, to a dark 
color, to the experience of little light, all those outside the group are called 
“Tartars,” recalling the dark depths of hell. 

Apart from the biblical certitude, they draw from the Bible the infidel en- 
emies of YHWH, which they fix on the enemy with a religious automatism. 
Whoever does not belong to the group is an enemy; hence, God is involved in 
a modern enmity either by faith or as a caution against the unknown force of 
the enemy. By the result of this process, we see that the Muslims become en- 
emies. They are called inimici: enemies of the Catholic faith, enemies of the 
Church, enemies of our Lord Jesus Christ. Furthermore, they are character- 
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ized as infidels: unholy, perfidious servants of evil. Finally, the enemy ac- 
quires the designation of aggressor and persecutor. The enemies are called 
tyrants, persecutors, sitientes omnium christianorum sanguinem [thirsting 
for the blood of all Christians]. Besides these descriptions, the enemy under- 
goes a metamorphosis and becomes something with a biblical connotation: 
the beast, the Antichrist. 

Both believers, the Christian and Muslim, deal with a God who has 
“spoken,” a God who is revealed and stimulated with his word, a God who 
directs and gives “form” to human relations. One thinks of the works of 
charity and benevolence and the works of tolerance and intolerance; one 
thinks of the practice of friendship or enmity, of pardon or revenge. 

The plurality of the word of God and the diversity of the messages are 
the basis of trouble, of rejection, of intolerance. They form, so to speak, a 
draft for aggression. In reality, there is an experience of a god who, because 
he is not ours, is false. These people believe and follow this other god; there- 
fore they are godless. These other people have different interests detrimental 
to ours. In short, we are dealing with idolaters, pagans, the godless, people 
to be avoided, enemies, and potential aggressors who are to be eliminated. 
Furthermore, in God’s word one finds that man by himself cannot make 
war. Whether in the Christian or in the Muslim worlds, human beings base 
the lawfulness of enmity, of war, of captivity, and of liberation on the word 
of God. 

On the part of Muslims, the current vocabulary with which they express 
their image and knowledge of the world and designate Christians is a vocab- 
ulary that reflects the inverse process with the same upside-down propor- 
tions.’ All this has to do with a process of mirror images applied to the same 
postulates that were applied to the Christian world. The fluidity and impre- 
cision of image and knowledge continued to grow; in this case, moreover, 
this development even preceded the systematic knowledge of the enemy. The 
ideological principles of the Qur’an agree with the idea of enmity; also, 
everyone who refuses to convert to Islam is per se an enemy. 

The variegated concept of the pagan, idolater, exploiter, impostor, op- 
pressor, infidel drawn from the faith of the Qur’an is found to be the same 
definition of the enemy in the person of the Christian. References to the devil 
and the force of the evil one, the number one enemy to crush, are pushed 
onto the Christian and applied with the entire theological force that com- 
mands enmity and supports it in the case of direct exchange. Basically, this is 
enmity permitted and legalized by God, solidly maintained, considered up- 
right and for the glory of God. 

In Arabic a substantive is often used as a qualifier or adjective with ap- 
positive force. Hence, we find the following words applied to Christians: al- 


32 Giulio Cipollone 


kufr (unbelief, infidelity), ash-shirk (polytheism, idolatry), al-haira (confy- 
sion, perplexity, bewilderment), an-nifaq (hypocrisy, dissimulation), al-bati] 
(vain, futile, groundless, absurd; deception, falsehood), al-ghaddr (perfidi- 
ous, treacherous; faithless), at-taghiya (tyrant, oppressor, despot), tawaghit 
al-kufr (tyrants of idolatry). 

We also find terms of utter contempt that can be used to mock the Chris- 
tian religion: sulban (crosses, crusaders, darkness, dirt), a‘agim (pagans), 
kafirun (atheists, unbelievers), ab! ad-dalal (the people of error), musrikun 
(idolaters), tughyan (oppression, tyranny, terrorization), a“da’ Allab (the en- 
emies of God). Some of the insults have a particularly religious connotation 
in order to denigrate the Christian enemy. Some epithets are directed to the 
theology and worship of Christians, specifically, the Trinity, the Messiah, 
baptism, the cross, and Sunday: al-mutallithun (Trinitarians, those who pro- 
fess three), ahl at-tathlit (Trinitarians), ‘abadat as-sulban (adorers of the 
crosses), ahl al-ahad (the people of Sunday). Al-Masih (the Christ), al- 
ma‘mudiya (baptism), Iiman al-Masih (the faith of the Christ) are concepts 
applied to indefinite pronouns to designate Christians. Muslims are re- 
minded of dabbat al-ard (the beast of the earth) when they refer to Chris- 
tians. Subject Christians are called dhimmi (subject people of the book), 
a‘agim (pagans), a‘gam adh-dhimma (subjected pagans), nasara adh- 
dhimma (subjected Nazarenes), and musta‘rib, terms that can be called char- 
acterizations of a religious nature. 

Even qualifications indicating a regional origin are used as synonyms for 
Christians: e.g., nasara, nasrani (Nazarenes, Christians), rum (the Byzan- 
tines). Similarly, when Christians are designated by geographical origin: 
ifrang, farang (Frank), al-isban (Spaniard), al-inkitir (English), al-alman 
(German), and so forth. 

When one reads the proposed insults as a dictionary of enmity, then it 
brings to light the unending reciprocity of the two groups of Muslims and 
Christians. Reciprocity is as endless as the fact of their certitude about their 
respective just relationships with God, who is allied with the group and is its 
guardian. The enemy does not deserve confidence, and an alliance cannot be 
established with him. He remains at the margin and controlled by sight. Cer- 
tainly this reading has some nuances and exceptions, a certain evolution and 
growth of enmity according to the current tension or a period of rest in the 
contest. Even the personal relationships of the actors from the two groups 
can permit a tolerance that a closed application of the word of God would 
exclude absolutely. 

The endless reciprocity between the two groups or worlds, Muslim and 
Christian, permits the establishment of descriptions, if fluid and certainly 0” 
the elusive side, of the limits between the two worlds themselves, a licit priv 
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lege of expansion by each of them. Even here the supposed expansion and 
thus the pressure and provocation of the enemies are strengthened by the 
word of God, of their own God. Further, the particular alliances drawn up 
against the interests of the alliance of the whole people with their God form 
further motives for friction. The commerce and well-being demanded by the 
worldliness of the two groups, just as politics, will be blind to both of them 
and agree to deal with their enemies as friends: idolatry and perfidy not allied. 

The missionary calling found in Matthew 28:18-20 and other New Tes- 
tament passages and in the ninth sura of the Qur’an, “Repentance,” offer 
enough space for the worldliness of the annoying, even if necessary con- 
frontation with intolerance. From this comes a proof of aggression or the 
need to convince with force. Another way one experiences the strong temp- 
tation of endurance and of intolerance is that of feeling as a protected minor- 
ity and guided by sight or in the enemy’s territory. 

Some of the measures and countermeasures evidence and accentuate the 
difference between Muslims and the dhimmi by restricting the freedom of 
the latter, who in fact remain persons outside the group, not allied, and with 
another God, even allied with another God. Rigorists insist that the follow- 
ing prohibitions be placed on the dhimmi: dressing like Arabs, insulting 
Islam, trying to convert a Muslim, inducing a Muslim to apostatize. Any of 
the foregoing, regarded as an attempt to destroy religion, is punishable in 
principle by death. 

The convention of ‘Umar ibn al-Khattab (634-44), in any case, is a clas- 
sic in such a juridical definition, and we find it cited as an example. The 
so-called convention of ‘Umar was particularly important because of its 
written character, even without going further. We have the model of the con- 
vention furnished by ash-Shafi’i.° The dispositions relative to the great al- 
liance are the following. If any Christian uses an improper expression when 
speaking of the Prophet Muhammad, the Book of God (the Qur’an), the 
Commander of the Faithful, or the Muslim community, then all his goods 
and life are at the mercy of the Commander of the Faithful, just as in the case 
with the goods and lives of enemies in war. If a Christian draws a Muslim 
away from his religion, then his goods and life are at the mercy of Muslims. 
In Muslim cities, Christians must not display the cross, manifest their poly- 
theism, build churches or meeting places for prayer, sound the maqus (church 
bell), or proclaim their polytheistic belief about Jesus the son of Mary in the 
presence of a Muslim. 

A complete juridical process regulates the so-called spiritual freedom of 
the dhimmi. The freedoms considered are the following: teaching, con- 
science, matters dealing with buildings for worship and religious ceremonies, 
and finally the relationship of the religious community with the Muslim state. 
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Daily provocations and disturbing actions initiate a state of intolerance 
ready to explode. One could say that each side was hypersensitive and itch- 
ing for a fight. There was a matter of contention that caused unchangeable 
intransigence: Jerusalem. The biblical and Qur’anic codifications of enmity 
caused an enduring annoyance that was most especially felt in a regulation of 
this contention. How can one stick to the facts when the parties involved are 
both bundles of exposed nerves with an incurable enmity founded on suspi- 
cion and radical mistrust? 

The most vivid expressions of the latent state of war and of open intoler- 
ance are found in the expression of the lawfulness of “holy” enmity. There is 
an infidelity to alliances because of the group’s interests, which manifest the 
community’s strong belief in its God. There are piratical undertakings 
against the enemy. This is a matter of damage that produces psychological 
terror. It leads to the capture of people and goods, and more or less con- 
sciously expresses a religiosity. Between Christianity and Islam has been pro- 
nounced an unending reciprocity between fidelity and infidelity to the work 
of their God. Between fidelity and infidelity to the covenants with their God. 
Allurement and torment involves the conscience. 

Jerusalem existed. A city thrice holy, in our period a city twice holly. It is 
this city, a highly contentious city, that is between our two communities of 
monotheistic believers. In reality, Jerusalem is the holy city for both Chris- 
tians and Muslims. Because of a holy dispute, it will become a matter for 
holy competition. Hence, to the holy war for the conquest or reconquest of 
the holy city. Belligerence will become the act of highest worship. It could 
open the doors of Paradise for the martyrs fallen in the struggle for their 
God. It could have been the beginning of Calvary for the captives who fell 
into the hands of the infidel enemy.’ 

The glorious exploits of Saladin culminated in 1187 with the capitula- 
tion of Jerusalem and in 1192 with the humiliation of the crusaders in their 
third global undertaking. Here we have to summarize the vocabulary used in 
the chanceries of Saladin and Innocent III to describe the enemy. This vocab- 
ulary demonstrates an irreversible religious intolerance. 

Above all, from ‘Imad ad-Din, secretary of Saladin, we know of a reli- 
gious vocabulary used to denigrate the Christian enemy.* The fiercest and 
most intolerant insults of the Muslims directed against the Christian enemy 
touched the very core of the Christian faith: the Trinity. In this context of ep- 
ithets, the following is simply one example: “I killed thirty Trinitarians and 
left forty of them unsold on the ground.” Among the most “theological” i- 
sults, one can mention these: “‘Trinitarians,” “adorers of the Trinity,” “sec- 
tarians of the Trinity,” “adorers of the human nature and the divine nature,” 
“followers of the hypostases,” “partisans of Satan,” “partisans of the 
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demons,” “polytheists,” “demons of the cross,” “demon [satanic] adorers of 
the cross,” “observers of Sunday,” “enemies of God,” “idolaters,” 
“doubters,” “dissociates.” In a more general context, we find the following 
terms applied to enemies of their God: “evil,” “perfidious,” “impious,” “in- 
fidels,” “rebels,” “criminals,” “damned,” “unjust,” “infernal beings,” “de- 
viants,” “demons.” Both the people and the enemy army are described in the 
same ways: “people of polytheism,” “champions of lies,” “impure race,” 
“coreligionists,” “people of the Trinity,” “partisans of error,” “band of the 
lost,” “people destined for the fire of hell,” “troops of the cross,” “slaves of 
the cross,” “hypocrites.” ° 

Innocent III, while he gives a side invoking Christ quasi-physically in the 
warlike undertaking of the Holy Land’s liberation—“a land profaned, dirt- 
ied, and in the hands of the impious”—is describing the enemy army, or the 
intolerance of the strategy of war as “depraved,” “a perverse nation,” “an 
inhuman nation,” “barbarians battle-lines of Philistines,” “battle-lines of 
Saracens,” “Saracen barbarians,” “pagan barbarians,” and “Saracen perse- 
cution of pagans.” !° 

With reference to tolerance, read in the present time as “transgression to 
be suppressed,” we want to number the possible alliances with the enemy 
against the great alliance with their God, and the contradictory and worldly 
aspect of the infidelity of the faithful toward their God which was automati- 
cally conceived as damaging to the interests of their group and thus punish- 
able by any means. The warlike and violent place of the worldly interests 
permitted alliances, truces, and commercial pacts that required blame and 
censure on the part of the supreme authority, of the chiefs of the faithful, and 
also we should say, of the mass of believers faithful to the word of their God. 
More evidently in the Christian “world,” even by the explicit evangelical 
will, we note the attitudes that demand tolerance up to heresy. 

Certainly the powerful chorus of voices that cried Deus vult'' had sup- 
port from the secular elite, as well as the official guarantee of the magis- 
terium, the official theology, and the official law. In any event, it is a most 
interesting fact that among so many clamorous shouts, there are voices of 
perplexity or open dissent. These voices often come from the impetus of war- 
like euphoria. 

The reasons for dissent are multiple: reasons absolutely spiritual and rea- 
sons of a worldly calculation. Peter the Venerable differs from Bernard. Their 
discord will make a din. Among the voices that cried Deus non vult there was 
one who was a hothead and disposed to schism, to support infamy and al- 
most linked to heresy.'? There was also the complaint of the Waldensians, 
who will become heretical. Immediately before Innocent III, the responses of 
Alain de Lille to the Waldensians and the thought of Ralph Niger enlightened 
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the dissent of the cry Deus non vult. Alain de Lille summarizes in a few ling, 
the text of the followers of Peter Waldo. He states that the aforementioned 
heretics and enemies of the church even assert that human beings are not to 
be killed in any situations or circumstances, or for any reason. For they say 
that God prohibited homicide when he said in the law (Ex 20:13; Dt 5:17; Mr 
5:21; 1 Jn 3:15): “you shall not kill.” Also, in the Gospel (Mt 26:52): “Ajj 
who draw the sword shall perish by it.” The gospel radicality of in no situa. 
tion or circumstance, nor for any reason had a heretical interpretation. 

The aversion to killing Muslims is clearly present in the thought of 
Ralph Niger. Chapter 2 of his De re militari et tribus viis ierosolomitanae 
peregrinationis is dedicated to the topic “Saracens must not be killed but re- 
pelled,” and he writes here: “Therefore, whoever seeks to propagate the faith 
through violence goes beyond the limits of the faith.” A very clear light 
from the New Testament, but the option for the “low light” of the Old Tes- 
tament prevails. We can retain the great contribution of the perplexity, of the 
dissent, and the heresy of the cry “God does not will it.” In any event, this cry 
was swept away by the contrary and more deafening cry, an almost universal 
cry, raised by voices that counted. 

A Muslim equivalent to the Christian Deus non vult does not exist. That 
the jihad is the will of God and an untouchable prescription of the Qur’anis 
unquestionable. No Muslim dare oppose such certitudes, at least as a princi- 
ple. Nevertheless, there are Muslims who do not participate in the jihad, ot 
try to get out of it, or are unwilling to participate in it. In a letter to the 
caliph, a letter handed down to us by Abu Shama, we find a heartfelt appeal 
for the jihad. “What has become of the fire of Muslims, the pride of the faith- 
ful, and the zeal of the friends of truth? What amazes us is the zeal to emulate 
the infidels and the indifference of some believers.” When people depart 
from God’s command and enter into alliances other than his, they become 
infidels and are unable to have victory over the enemy. “How can you have 
victory, when you drink wine in your own encampment, then listen to the 
flute and tambourine, and when you circulate other objects equally abhor- 
rent to God?” 

We know the contempt that faithful and zealous Muslims had for 
schoolteachers who opposed the jihad and were exempt from the obliga- 
tion.'* Nonetheless, the intellectual jihad existed and continued to have sup- 
porters. The Islamic sources are rich in value because they express moments 
of meditation, of pause, although they live in an atmosphere of war. Various 
elements of a synthesis emerge from the urgency of a decision and the gravity 
of the problem of the strategy to follow in order to stimulate the best of Mus- 
lim sensibility. The troubled decision in 1192 concerning the defense of 
Jerusalem is a good example. Anyway, it dealt with a strategic opportunity 
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and not with criticism of the jihad when some of Saladin’s counselors dis- 
agreed with continuing the war. 

Peace between the two enemy groups was greeted with rejoicing: “The 
day in which the peace was concluded was like a feast day. . . . the joy was so 
great that only God could measure it.” 

It is a fact that in the human conscience in an inaccessible way there re- 
sides the real adhesion or rejection of that which is done externally and 
obliged by many factors. Not everyone has the courage to reveal his con- 
science to the outside, since it is not shared with the heart. It can certainly be 
held that “religious” persons are the most intolerant; religious intolerance 
gives glory to God while other men created by the same God are being killed 
or imprisoned. We have pointed out the voices of dissent that tried to cry out 
for tolerance as the way forward—they cried out: do not kill. 

But it is the very experience of killing and capturing as the outcome of 
holy war that caused the turn to tolerance from intolerance. The obtuseness 
of “religious people” and of the clergy in general—together with the strat- 
egy of rearming, whether in the Christian camp or in the Muslim—insist 
more on the necessary practicability of intolerance than on tolerance as an 
alternative.'° 

In this context of an alternative, the experience of some “Trinitarian” re- 
deemers will be framed. These Trinitarian liberators or redeemers proposed 
a project of liberation to the pope, who made their project his own and pub- 
licized it in the name of all Christians. In fact, a project for the liberation of 
the holy war’s victims did not exist in the Christian world. Innocent III, even 
if with his tenacious and absolute will to rearm, showed different attitudes 
toward the Muslims, not only hostility and rejection but tolerance and fi- 
nally benevolence.'® 

Already in the first year of his pontificate, he had contact with the Trini- 
tarian redeemers.'” The pope showed his interest in the liberation of captives. 
From the second year of his pontificate, however, he took the initiative of 
writing to the “princes of the believers.” He dealt with a humanitarian ini- 
tiative based on merciful charity and the Gospel command. The addressee of 
the famous letter of March 8, 1199, was a representative of the Muslim 
world. Abu ‘Abd-Allah Muhammad an-Nasir, amir al-mu’minin. In the let- 
ter of Innocent III, the prince is called “miramolino, amir al-mu’minin” and 
regi marrochetano, king of Morocco. In fact, this king was more than a king; 
he was a sort of emperor and head of the Almohad dynasty, which domi- 
nated North Africa from Tunisia to the Atlantic and all of Muslim Spain. 

Innocent III makes the project of the Trinitarian liberators his own. He 
espouses their cause and even presents it as the plan of liberation in the name 
of Christianity. “In reality, some men, one of whom is the bearer of this letter, 
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having been enflamed by God a short while ago, have established a rule and 
an order according to which they must spend a third of their present and fu- 
ture income for the liberation of captives.” 

This is a work of mercy. The following is another passage from another 
letter addressed to the Muslim princes: “In the Gospel, among the works of 
mercy recommended by our Lord Jesus Christ to his faithful is the liberation 
of captives. This work has no small place among the works of mercy.” Tak- 
ing a disarmed position as his point of departure, the pope seizes the initia- 
tive: mercy as a high and tangible form of tolerance. Moreover, the project of 
liberation that the pope wants to present to Muslim judgment is not con- 
ceived by him, but by a faithful Christian. 

A meditative reflection brings us to read the characteristics of another 
culture, or of a totally disarmed culture in the Christian relationship with 
Islam. We say “totally disarmed” because besides the blunt instrument of 
physical arms, there are very evident signs of force and pressure, whether cer- 
tain political inducements or, finally, certain religious attitudes that try to im- 
pose Christianity—to increase the number of the faithful and thus Christian 
“force”—by means other than arms. In some key elements there seems to be 
an awareness of the disarmed, expressive gestures of the Trinitarian redemp- 
tionists: the name Trinitarian, the red and blue cross, the signum Trinitatis et 
captivorum. 

Our group of Christian redemptionists will be found in constant contact 
with Muslims, but without the prejudice that accompanies people who want 
or must show tolerance. Basically, the way was indicated by the Gospel of 
Christ, which obliges unconditional tolerance to the point of normative par- 
don for one’s enemy. 

The consideration of the phenomenon of intolerance and tolerance, to- 
gether with the humanitarian alternative as the road to tolerance, allows us 
to strike a balance starting from “recurring” events, and to make a proposal 
leading to a more tolerant future. The UN’s designation of 1995 as the “Year 
of Tolerance” was an occasion particularly favorable to the purpose.'® The 
religious expression of intolerance is, on one hand, founded on the “limited 
human constitution” and, on the other hand, the elaboration of the different 
interpretations of the word of the one and only God. Religious intolerance is 
a phenomenon among both Christians and Muslims. Further consideration 
makes us see frequent points of agreement. 

At the beginning of the experience of the newborn community of believ- 
ers, tolerance is understood as a rule of life, and intolerance must be avoided. 
Later, the more the community of believers acquires power and force, is 
structured in a hierarchy, and is recognized within territorial boundaries, the 
more believers become intolerant. We have said that in God there is no intol- 
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erance, to the point that the conscience of believers is attributed to the word 
of God. The vocabulary of intolerance begins to become larger and to ex- 
press “a system of life.” The terms “prejudicial,” “alienation,” “refusing,” 
“polemics,” “diversity,” “preconceived approach,” “emotional reception,” 
“absolutism,” “dogmatism,” “fundamentalism,” “holy enmity,” “fanati- 
cism,” and “holy war” are among those that could be taken from the that vo- 
cabulary which reveal particular attitudes of an operative intolerance. 

The period of holy enmity, the holy intolerance of holy war, whether 
called a crusade or a jihad, inasmuch as it is called such, makes us see these 
concepts in a properly religious sphere either as purely ideal or pragmatic in- 
tolerance. Whether drawn from biblical and Qur’anic interpretations, from 
the “state” religions, from the clergy, or from the governing class. In addition 
to the recurrent aspects of the codification of enmity and the ghettoization of 
minorities, we find “modes of making intolerance,” in the context of pro- 
moting hostility and even more in the context of the treatment of the con- 
quered religious enemy. 

The human consequence of war is death or captivity for the defeated. 
The enemy killed goes to hell. In both camps there are supports for the 
worldliness of self-interest, as well as for alliances with the enemy, betrayal, 
and apostasy. When victorious, Muslims destroy Christian altars, remove 
church bells and sacred images. Christians transform mosques into churches 
and cancel all traces of Muslim worship: sacrilegious contempt and profana- 
tion is reciprocal.!° 

Understanding the religious element as a provoking element is clearly 
important. The total exaltation of Islam results in fanaticism, revenge, vio- 
lence, the total humiliation of the enemy, and the glory of their God. “In 
mercy” or “in power” is not a euphemistic syntagma. It brought on sexual 
violence, sexual abuse, lynching, the auction block of the market, sale for the 
lost “value” of the captive, merchandise taken as booty, commercialized 
with time and the glory of God to show Islam’s strength. Certainly, religious 
fanaticism or “blind” attachment to Islam is nourished by fundamentalism 
and ends in radical intolerance and extreme violence. 

The same reflections apply to Christians. When there is a truce or peace, 
they fraternize with Muslims. The desire for brotherhood opens the way for 
“applied humanity,” which is sometimes understood as “schismatic and 
heretical” by the clergy. We find expressions of tolerance in addition to intol- 
erance; stories of love, marriages, friendships, and the fusion of daily life. 

Eight centuries after extreme intolerance leading to fundamentalism and 
fanaticism, we hold to the modern alternative of tolerance and the practice of 
mutual, humanitarian service. The heart of each believer can go beyond the 
declarations of holy war. In spite of irreligion and the rejection of theology, 
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there will be success when God’s word in the two monotheisms is connected 
with disarmament.2° With the realistic aim and conviction about the good of 
living together, the two monotheistic traditions can meet in the sphere of rea- 
son as well as faith. To want to multiply alliances in view of respect for the 
word of honor remains a noble attempt, if impractical. Religion still offers 
hope of disarmament. Disarmament is more in line with God’s heart. 

Christians and Muslims celebrated together when the war ended. Ac- 
cording to Baha ad-Din, “the end of the war was like a feast day: and the joy 
was so great that only God could measure it.”?! Was this reaction due to a 
lack of faith or the result of true worship? Certainly the latter, for the best 
way to give God glory, who alone can measure joy, is living in peace. To the 
One, Almighty, Creator, compassionate and merciful, the one God in whom 
there is no intolerance. Intolerance is a sign of human weakness, but toler- 
ance reveals divine omnipotence and human force. 
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The Rhetoric of Ransoming 


A CONTRIBUTION TO THE DEBATE 
OVER CRUSADING IN MEDIEVAL IBERIA 


JAMES W. BRODMAN 


H istorians of medieval Spain as well as those interested in the Crusades 
have long debated how the experience of the Iberian Peninsula re- 
lates to the broader themes of European expansion, the confrontation with 
other civilizations, and the whole notion of religious warfare. Were those se- 
ries of wars that later writers would call the Reconquista genuine crusades, 
which shared in the ideology and motivations that underscored the expedi- 
tions to the eastern Mediterranean or to the Baltic? Or are they better ex- 
plained in terms of the secular and territorial aspirations of those individuals 
who would establish the dynastic kingdoms of Christian Iberia? 

Recent historians of Peninsular history have been sharply divided on this 
problem. Arrayed on one side of the issue are Bernard Reilly and James Pow- 
ers. While Reilly acknowledges a crusading fervor among Iberia’s Muslim 
protagonists, whom he is willing to label as fundamentalists, from the Chris- 
tian side he depicts the conflict in purely secular terms and rarely even em- 
ploys the term “crusade.”! Powers, for his part, except by implication, 
addresses the techniques, not the ideology, of warfare. But by viewing the 
Reconquest through the prism of municipal legislation, which for the most 
part ignores issues of religion and ecclesiastical polity, he stresses the compe- 
tition for land and power and ignores the realm of ideas and culture.” 

Robert I. Burns, on the other hand, enthusiastically embraces the notion 
of the Hispanic crusade, which he sees as representing “an encounter be- 
tween two Mediterranean societies, fellow inheritors of the Hellenic past, 
drawn together at almost every level, yet simultaneously repelled by their re- 
spective ideologies.” ? Angus MacKay echoes this view in his descriptions of 
Alfonso I and James I of Aragon: the former is possessed of “crusading fer- 
vor,” and the latter is “a flamboyant crusader for God.” In his mind, the Re- 


41 


42 James W. Brodman 


conquest of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries represented a form of “cru- 
sading manifest destiny.” 4 

Somewhere in the middle are Derek Lomax and Thomas Bisson. Lomax 
sees the notion of crusade in its narrow and legalistic sense as a proclamation 
of the papacy that conferred upon crusaders specific privileges, among them 
indulgences. He acknowledges that religion, along with friendship, self- 
defense, greed, and a preexisting sense of Christian solidarity, helped moti- 
vate Catalans and Castilians to fight against Muslims. Spaniards had some 
sense that their wars were part of a larger drama because events in Syria and 
Palestine were the only non-Iberian happenings to gain the notice of twelfth- 
century Peninsular chroniclers. Yet, in the final analysis, Lomax believes that 
a competition for lands and offices superseded all other factors in explaining 
the dynamic of the Reconquest.’ Bisson also notices a crusading conscious- 
ness and a willingness to utilize papal indulgences, but views the campaigns 
of James the Conqueror against Majorca and Valencia as cultural, rather 
than religious, undertakings.° 

The ransoming of captives is one of those issues that might help us to un- 
derstand the relative weight that should be given to religious sentiment as a 
factor in the conflict between the Christian and Islamic states of the medieval 
Mediterranean. Unlike many other activities associated with these con- 
frontations, ransoming stands at the intersection of the secular and religious. 
Because it is a reaction to the capture of soldiers and civilians by an enemy, it 
is prominently treated in those same sources from which James Powers has 
derived his study of municipal militias. Ransoming thus could be a secular 
activity, undertaken for profit by exeas, alfaqueques, and others who might 
bid for a royal concession.’ From this perspective, ransoming—and the traf- 
ficking in slaves—was but just one element in the normal commercial con- 
nections between the Christian and Islamic coasts of the Mediterranean.® As 
far back as antiquity, however, the act of restoring liberty to a captive or toa 
slave also had a religious dimension. In the Middle Ages, principally due to 
the introduction of the idea of indulgence, the moral benefit gained by ran- 
soming captives was extended to anyone who assisted the process in any 
fashion. Thus, by the twelfth century, episcopal and papal indulgences were 
issued to those who contributed to the payment of ransoms, and bequests for 
the ransoming of captives became relatively common benefactions in the 
wills of Mediterranean Christians.’ Furthermore, ransoming became incor- 
porated into the formal apostolate of the Church as responsibility for the 
work was assumed by various new orders that grew out of the Gregorian re- 
form movement. 

While the act of liberating captives was practiced along the entire length 
of the Mediterranean, Iberia provides the ideal vantage point from which to 
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examine European society’s perception of the institution. All of the elements 
of this human drama are present: pitched battles, sieges, hit and run raiding 
between Christians and Muslims, and from the mid-twelfth century a con- 
tinuous history of ransoming. Unlike Palestine, where the Western principal- 
ities were fragile and in decline, the Christian states here were vigorous and 
ultimately ascendant. Christianity itself was the dominant religion, and by 
the thirteenth century it had become the predominant creed in most areas of 
the Peninsula. Ransomers of all types operated within this arena, including 
those of ecclesiastical affiliation who will provide the primary focus for this 
study. 

Religious redemptionism—i.e., the liberation of captives by members of 
religious orders—is our point of departure because this aspect has been more 
fully documented and studied than the activities of secular ransomers. 
Within Iberia, ransoming became a concern of three religious orders: the 
Order of Santiago, the Trinitarians, and the Mercedarians. Santiago was the 
only military order active in Iberia that devoted much attention to ransom- 
ing. Between 1180 and 1227 the order developed a network of seven ran- 
soming hospitals, located along the Castilian frontier in places like Toledo, 
Cuenca, and its headquarters town of Uclés; two others, at Zamora and Sala- 
manca, were established in the kingdom of Léon. Three additional ransom- 
ing houses, at Saragossa, Teruel, and Castiel, were founded within the 
kingdom of Aragon. Unfortunately, however, we know little about the func- 
tioning of these redemptionist shelters, apart from their existence and their 
apparent disappearance after the Christian conquests of Andalusia and Va- 
lencia.!° If ransoming was never more than an auxiliary activity of the 
knights in Spain, it became the principal activity of the Trinitarians and Mer- 
cedarians. While each of these orders bears organizational similarities to 
hospitaller groups and other congregations of canons, these two redemp- 
tionist orders uniquely centered their energies upon the task of liberating 
Christians held captive by Muslims. 

As Giulio Cipollone has admirably demonstrated in his recent study, the 
Trinitarian order was created as a response to the catastrophes that had 
struck Christian forces in the late twelfth century: the fall of Jerusalem in the 
East and the defeat at Alarcos in Spain. Cipollone argues that in this era 
when the capture of Christians assumed massive proportions, Pope Innocent 
Ill encouraged the Frenchman John de Matha to establish a mechanism for 
the peaceful and mutual exchange of prisoners with the Muslims. In the 
process the pontiff emphasized the religious character of ransoming by com- 
paring Christian captives to the suffering Christ and their liberators to cru- 
saders.'! Trinitarians would go on to establish centers for redemption in 
Palestine, France, and England, but, with the decline of crusading efforts in 
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the East during the thirteenth century, their most important efforts came to 
be centered in Iberia. In Spain the Trinitarians were most visible in Castile, 
where they established ransoming hospices at Toledo, Segovia, and Burgos 
early in the thirteenth century, and then followed the armies of the Recon- 
quest south into Andalusia, where houses were established at Cordoba and 
Seville, as well as in Murcia. In Portugal there was a ransoming hospice at 
Santarem. Within the Crown of Aragon, the Trinitarians were less promi- 
nent. Their principal establishments were at Lleida, on the border between 
Catalonia and Aragon, and at Valencia, where the order seems to have 
turned its energies more toward sheltering needy Christians than to ransom- 
ing captives.'? But the activities of the Trinitarians in Iberia have only been 
sketched out, and much remains to be discovered and examined. 

The Mercedarian order was in origin a Catalan group that grew out of 
James I’s advance against Majorca in the late 1220s and toward Valencia in 
the 1230s. Given his dynasty’s rivalries with the French, and the death of his 
father at the battle of Muret, the king and his successors showed greater 
favor to these local ransomers than they did to the Trinitarians, who had 
strong ties to forces beyond the Pyrenees.'? Consequently, the Mercedarians, 
with houses in Barcelona, Majorca, Valencia, Girona, and Perpignan, came 
to dominate religious ransoming in the Crown of Aragon during the me- 
dieval era. Outside of the Aragonese Crown, on the other hand, the Mer- 
cedarians were far less important than the Trinitarians. They held, for 
example, only a handful of houses in Andalusia and the southern regions of 
France." 

This study will examine how ransoming was perceived by Mercedarians 
and by their clients and patrons during the thirteenth and fourteenth cen- 
turies within the context of the Crown of Aragon. The principal sources are 
the series of donatary charters, royal and papal privileges, and internal Mer- 
cedarian documentation. Because the thirteenth-century brothers were, for 
the most part, laics and without advanced education, there are no collec- 
tions of sermons or liturgical documents to illuminate our search. Many, 
and perhaps most, contemporary references to the Mercedarians in this era 
are too cryptic to assist our inquiry; typically the organization is called the 
“order,” “house” or “brothers of captives,” the “order” or “brothers of 
mercy,” the “house of Santa Eulalia,” etc. Other documents, however, 
through their description of the act of ransoming or their characterization of 
captives and Muslims, do express a point of view that will help us to under- 
stand why and in what context Christians of eastern Spain felt captives 
ought to be ransomed. 

Institutionally, the Mercedarians, as well as the Trinitarians, belong to a 
broader subset of religious orders that I have in other contexts termed the 
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“caritative orders.” These shared in a general sense the characteristics of the 
new orders that were a product of Gregorian spirituality: namely, service to 
others, voluntary poverty, and interior spirituality. But these caritative 
groups can be distinguished from the mendicants and the military orders, the 
two other principal groupings to be found under this general heading, by the 
character of their work, which comes to be centered around hospitals and 
the care of society’s needy. Indeed, the early houses of both of the ransoming 
orders are frequently described in the sources as hospitals. For the Mer- 
cedarians, these were shelters specifically for captives, but those pertaining to 
the Trinitarian order served the local poor as well. Thus, it is not surprising 
to find that the earliest citations of Mercedarian ransoming describe the 
work as essentially one of charity. For example, there are references from 
1231, 1232, and 1234, all before Pope Gregory IX’s initial sanction of the 
order in 1235, to the “alms of captives” and to the “charity of captives.” '° 

This characterization of ransoming as a work of benevolence by the ear- 
liest donors and patrons of the Mercedarian order is a persistent theme that 
can be found throughout the medieval documentation and is expressed by all 
of Merced’s constituencies. Mercedarians themselves clearly regarded ran- 
soming as an activity comparable to the works of sheltering and nurturing 
that were practiced by the broader hospitaller community. This equation is 
most clearly expressed in the prologue to the order’s first written constitu- 
tions, redacted in 1272: 


Thus, on the day of Judgment, through the mercy of Christ they [i-e., 
the Mercedarians] will be assigned to the right side as being worthy of hear- 
ing the sweet words that Jesus Christ will utter from his lips: come, blessed 
of my father, take the kingdom that has been prepared for you from the be- 
ginning of time because when I was in prison, you came to me. When sick, 
you visited me. I was hungry and you gave me to eat. I was thirsty and you 
gave me to drink. I was naked and you clothed me. I was homeless and you 
took me in. All of these things have been ordained by Jesus Christ to be ful- 
filled in this order—to uphold and increase the important work of mercy 
implicit in visiting and redeeming Christian captives from the power of the 
Saracens. '¢ 


King James I echoes this notion in the guidaticum, or safe-conduct, that 
he extended to Mercedarians in 1251. There he depicts ransoming as chief of 
all the virtues, and again in 1255 the king calls this “a pious work.” His 
grandson, James II, repeats the designation in a communication of 1310.'” 
Pere, from the village of Valls, as executor for Bernat de Gatello in 1251, 
likewise describes ransoming as “one of the works of mercy and a praise- 
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worthy and pious work.” The Aragonese nobleman Fortun de Verga in his 
donation of 1265 includes ransoming among the corporal works of mercy," 
In a similar vein, Pope Alexander IV in 1255 recommended Mercedarians to 
the generosity of all Christians, arguing that “among the works of charity 
through which to gain heaven, the redemption of captives is commended by 
God and by the sacred canons.” !° 

To the extent that ransoming is regarded as an act of charity, and te- 
demptive in the same sense as the other corporal works of mercy, it is an in- 
ternal activity, performed for the benefit of the community and the 
individual. Just as any other act of kindness, it serves a neighbor and pro- 
vides an occasion of grace. This association between ransoming and other 
acts of piety—such as the support of local churches or of the mendicant or- 
ders, gifts to hospitals, and subsidies to young women of marriageable age— 
is most clearly seen in written wills. Typically, legacies for captives appear as 
part of a long list of pro anima bequests that are a commonplace in Catalan 
wills.?° These are motivated by the notion that society has a moral obligation 
to aid the poor, who are frequently designated as “Christ’s Poor,” and that 
spiritual benefits would accrue to those who provided some form of assis- 
tance.”! Pope Alexander IV’s privilege of April 9, 1255, placed captives 
within this broad context of the poor by associating their relief with that of 
poor pilgrims and the sick. Furthermore, the first extant gift to the Order's 
founder, Pere Nolasch [Peter Nolasco], describes him in 1226 as “rector of 
the poor of mercy.” ” 

Service to the poor highlights one aspect of Mercedarian work, for in 
addition to the actual ransoming of captives, the order collected and dis- 
bursed alms to needy captives, not all of whom were actually redeemed by 
the brothers. The assumption underlying this activity was that the Mer- 
cedarians were to help those who lacked the financial and technical means of 
arranging their own ransoming; consequently, this was a work of charity. 
This justified the order’s effort to raise alms from the Christian population, 
the ecclesiastical indulgences that were granted to givers as a reward, and the 
requirement that captives who were liberated with these alms must assist 
Mercedarians in their solicitation of additional offerings. To the public, Mer- 
cedarians appeared like any other charitable agency that set up alms boxes 
around town and dispatched preachers to take up collections in parish 
churches.”* Thus, to at least some degree, the justification for the Mercedar- 
ian apostolate derived from internal values and not from conflict with Mus- 
lims. Captives were helped because, like lepers and orphans, they were 
miserabiles personae, and thus counted as being among Christ’s poor. 

On the other hand, the captives who were assisted by Mercedarians wete 
never the prisoners of coreligionists, but always individuals in the hands of 


The Rhetoric of Ransoming 47 


Muslims. This is implicit even in those sources that describe such prisoners as 
nothing other than captives. The earliest Mercedarian sources indeed make 
reference only to “captives” or “Christian captives.” The earliest specific 
identifications that I have found of the captor date from 1244 and 1245, just 
as King James was completing his conquest of southern Valencia. In the first, 
Bernat de Tonya, the Mercedarian commander at Tarragona, provided 
money to free Bernat de Curciano, who is described as being captive at 
Almeria and held by the Saracens. In the second, the Mercedarians of 
Barcelona are given an endowment to support “the redemption of Christian 
captives who are held in chains by the Saracens.” ** Both documents refer to 
Muslims as Saracens, which is one of the vague and generic terms that Euro- 
peans used to designate Arabs and Muslims.” The citation of “Saracen” or, 
more pejoratively, of “infidel Saracen” and “perfidious Saracen” becomes 
common in the Mercedarian documentation; “Moor” and “barbarian” also 
appear. Papal correspondence also uses “pagan” and “enemy.”?6 While 
papal language is less neutral, the majority of references to Muslims in Mer- 
cedarian documents are no more than that and only identify the agents who 
are holding the captives who require ransom. Thus, in these sources the em- 
phasis remains upon the caritative act of ransoming, and only scant notice is 
made of those responsible for the act of captivity. 

In a minority of documents, however, there is an anti-Muslim rhetoric 
that is highly suggestive of a crusading ideology. The most consistent source 
is the series of privileges that the Mercedarians received from the papacy; 
these granted indulgences to individuals who made financial contributions to 
the order’s work of ransoming. By the thirteenth century the indulgence came 
to be applied as an incentive toward support of a wide variety of good works, 
but the idea itself had originated in the twelfth century as a part of the papal 
program to promote the Crusades. At various times in the thirteenth century, 
popes promised ransoming benefactors indulgences that ranged between 
forty days and a plenary indulgence, the dispensation of certain types of vows 
and of the obligation to say the canonical office, and absolution for crimes of 
larceny.?” While these bulls, as we have already seen, acknowledge that ran- 
soming was one of the acts of charity, they also take pains to paint Muslims 
in a negative light and Mercedarians in one that is heroic. The first example is 
Pope Innocent IV’s indulgence of January 13, 1245, that praises the order 
“for redeeming captives from the hands of the pagans,” a designation for 
Muslims that is repeated in the privileges of most thirteenth-century pontiffs. 
Pope Alexander IV, in 1255 and again in 1258, uses stronger language. The 
latter document, addressed to the clergy, describes Mercedarians as “travel- 
ing to lands beyond the sea on behalf of suffering Christians [who are] cap- 
tive in the hands of the enemies of the Christian faith,” and who “do not 
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shrink from subjecting their own bodies to the danger of death, seeing how 
those captives are afflicted and crucified with harsh and diverse torments,” 
John XX in 1276 asserts that those Muslim captors are “the enemies of 
Christians,” a designation repeated in 1357 by the papal legate to Castile as 
justification for his privilege to the Mercedarians of Seville.** These descrip- 
tions become formulae and are reiterated in bulls that come to be reissued as 
a matter of routine at the onset of each new pontificate. Yet, nonetheless, they 
move the work of ransoming considerably beyond the realm of the merely 
caritative. Captives are more than “miserable persons”; they are prisoners of 
God’s enemy and of the enemy of all Christians. Mercedarians consequently 
become crusaders who risked their safety to complete the work of ransom- 
ing. The papacy, of course, had long viewed the confrontation between 
Christians and Muslims in precisely these religious terms. To what degree did 
Catalans and others in Iberia share this perspective? 

The Mercedarians themselves echo the papal rhetoric in their constitu- 
tions of 1272, where they describe Muslims as Saracens who are “enemies of 
our law” and “enemies of the order of Christ.” ?? While other Mercedarian 
documents are too cryptic in their description of ransoming to shed addi- 
tional light upon this theme, the obligation of recently ransomed captives to 
accompany Mercedarian preachers on their rounds of churches suggests that 
the sufferings of Christians at the hands of Muslims must have formed part 
of their appeal for alms.*° The theme of hostility to Islam does have docu- 
mented expression from three Mercedarian constituencies: captives, contrib- 
utors, and the crown. 

The voice of captives is preserved by just a few charters in which ran- 
somed Christians acknowledged receipt of a cash subsidy that they had re- 
ceived from the order and which they, or their friends, used to gain their 
liberation; the purpose of the record seems to be the provision of a guarantee 
that the money was spent for ransoming and not illegitimately diverted to 
some other purpose. In one of these instances, Bernat Rubio describes his lib- 
eration as an act of “God’s grace”; in another, Guillem of Blanis states that 
he “stood in captivity in the power of the perfidious Saracens in the city of 
Bugia.” In 1320 the bailiff, along with the priest and other residents of Jor- 
dana, a parish outside Gerona, asked for and received a subsidy with which 
to ransom Guillem, a fellow parishioner, who had been taken captive during 
the previous year off the Balearics “and led with his confederates as a captive 
to Bugia by the enemies of the Cross and the barbaric Saracens.” *! 

Among those who contributed money for ransomings, there 1s 
Berenguer de Riara of Castellon de Ampurias, who in 1259 gave as a rebate 
to the Mercedarians of Majorca the rental that they owed him for a vineyard 
on the island, on condition that the ten morabetins each year be used “fot 
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freeing captives from their chains and from the prisons of the infidel Saracens 
... from the hands of the pagans.” This action, furthermore, was to be done 
“for the remission of my soul and those of my relatives and especially for 
those to whom I have done any injury.” Gerald Adroerius, also from the re- 
gion of Ampurias, bequeathed for his soul in 1245 wheat from a field outside 
Torroella de Montgri “for the redemption of Christian captives who are held 
in chains by the Saracens.” *2 

In both instances, the receivers and the givers of money thought it im- 
portant to stress the character of the captors rather than the poverty of the 
captives. Each in its way relates to the rhetoric of the papal bulls, which 
themselves give as much emphasis to the “evils” of Islam as the needs of cap- 
tives. For captives, one may speculate that the expression of enmity toward 
Muslims legitimated their demand for Christian alms and made them more 
than mere slaves seeking liberty. For donors, these same sentiments seem to 
have made the gift worthy of the remission of sin and eligible for the indul- 
gences promised by the papacy. 

Royal expressions of ideological fervor, on the other hand, are much 
more complicated. We do find sentiments similar to those of captives and 
contributors in the privilege that Sancho IV of Castile extended to the Mer- 
cedarians in 1289: “[The ransoming of captives from the land of the Moors] 
is a great service to God and to me and to Christianity.” >> King James II of 
Aragon sought privileges for the order in 1310, using as justification their 
“redemption of captives held in stinking captivity in the nations of the bar- 
barians,” but one has the sense that the Catalan monarch was pursuing mul- 
tiple agendas.** In a series of letters addressed to the pope and to others 
between 1302 and 1310, King James takes pains to depict the Mercedarians 
as members of a military or crusading order and, at the same time, to tie the 
order closely to his dynasty by making the novel assertion that his grandfa- 
ther, James the Conqueror, was its actual founder. The correspondence be- 
gins in 1302 with a letter to Pope Boniface VIII, in which King James 
describes Mercedarians as those who ransom “captives of the orthodox faith 
from the custody of the barbarians”; at the same time, he argues that the 
order has a rule similar to those of various military orders: the Hospitallers 
of St. John, the Templars, the Knights of Calatrava, and the Order of Santi- 
ago. In order to establish his right to intervene in Mercedarian affairs, the 
king also makes reference to the guidaticum that James I had conferred upon 
the order in 1251.35 

The crusading theme is amplified in 1303 by the consuls of the Valencian 
municipality of Segorbe, where the order held property. They told Pope 
Boniface that in the course of their work as ransomers the brothers “have to 
use arms and do other enormities that do not pertain to the clerical office.” *° 
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James II in 1306 wrote to the new pontiff, Clement V, and again recalled the 
patronage that his grandfather had extended toward the early Mercedari- 
ans.*” By 1309, when he addresses the Mercedarian chapter, James began to 
assert that the order received its “initiation” from his ancestors, and this is 
repeated in his letter to the consuls of Barcelona in 1310.** These dual 
claims—the royal foundation and the military character of the order—are 
telling because they occur in no previous documents; their novelty suggests 
that each was meant to serve some specific purpose. 

One intention is clearly an attempt to limit papal influence over the 
order in the course of a series of elections for master during which clerical 
and lay factions had formed among Mercedarians. King James, suspecting a 
papal bias in favor of the clerics, consistently favored lay candidates for the 
mastership and to this end stressed both the military character of the office 
and his own dynasty’s rights of patronage.*” For similar reasons the king bat- 
tled for control of the assets within his realms that had belonged to the dis- 
solved Templar order. Ironically, 1317 marked the year that James lost the 
first battle, with the imposition of a papally appointed clerical master upon 
the Mercedarians, while gaining victory in the second through his establish- 
ment of the new military order of Montesa. 

There is also the possibility that the king’s purpose extended beyond his 
desire to maintain a measure of control and influence over the Mercedarian 
order. His letters of 1309 and 1310, for example, were too late to influence 
the most recent election, since this had already been decided by Clement V in 
a letter of February 12, 1308, and his instruction to the Mercedarian chapter 
of 1309 was intended to uphold the recent papal verdict and maintain the 
delicate balance within the order’s ranks between clerics and laics. Likewise, 
the letter to Barcelona’s magistrates in 1310 had nothing to do with matters 
of governance, but rather expressed a concern to maintain the order’s eco- 
nomic viability, and particularly its ability to seek alms for captives despite 
the interdict imposed upon the city by the bishop of Barcelona.*? Together 
both letters indicate apprehension that the order’s ability to function was im- 
paired by a particular crisis. Why this anxiety? A reasonable explanation for 
this is the joint Catalan-Castilian assault upon Granada in 1309-1310, 
which in early 1309 had received the designation of a crusade from Pope 
Clement V. With the objective of conquering Almeria, the Catalans sent 
some two hundred ships against Granada, and their forces began a siege in 
August 1309. This lasted until early 1310, when James was forced to retreat 
in chaos.*! 

The first of James’s two letters regarding the Mercedarians was written 
in April 20, 1309, or during the final stages of the king’s preparations for the 
crusade. There he instructs the Mercedarian chapter to meet not at the rural 
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location of Puig, but instead in Valencia under the watchful eye of the royal 
justiciar so that the latter “insofar as he can take care that the brothers turn 
aside from undertaking any disorders.” Two months earlier James had al- 
ready instructed his envoys to the papal court to request that the order’s rev- 
enues be appropriated for use in the Granadan campaign.*? One might 
reasonably infer from this that the king anticipated that he needed the Mer- 
cedarians and their alms for his upcoming campaign and thus would not tol- 
erate the continuation of any destructive infighting among the brethren. 
There is little evidence to document a Mercedarian presence at the siege, 
apart from the citation of a single friar. But the letter of May 4, 1310, to 
the magistrates of Barcelona is dated just after James’s disastrous flight from 
Almeria, and its concern with the order’s ability to beg alms for ransoms 
seems to coincide with a need to redeem his own troops who had been cap- 
tured during the siege. The negative tenor of his references to Muslims in 
this letter mirrors that in correspondence to others of the same period.** 
Thus, just as James exploited the notions of crusade to obtain subsidies from 
his episcopate and a three-year tenth from Clement V, so also the king was 
willing to evoke images of “stinking captivity” to promote alms for the 
Mercedarians. 

What do these portraits of ransomers and captives tell us about Catalan 
perceptions of the conflict against Muslims? The verdict is an ambivalent 
one. A portion of the evidence suggests that medieval Iberians focused upon 
the caritative nature of the ransoming act and regarded it in the same light as 
other contemporary works of charity. Such works themselves were the prod- 
uct of complex social, personal, and religious motivations that grew out of 
the internal dynamics of the particular society. Thus, there is the penchant 
for calling early Mercedarian establishments hospitals and listing legacies for 
captives alongside those for other needy members of the community. The 
promise of indulgences itself was no longer tied exclusively to crusading ac- 
tivities; by the thirteenth century it had broadened to include the entire 
gamut of good works. Even the Mercedarian custom of parading ransomed 
captives before audiences of potential donors provides evidence that is equiv- 
ocal because this tactic came to be mimicked by other types of Barcelonan 
hospitals.** Thus, while many benefactors assisted captives and the Mer- 
cedarians for religious motivations, these reasons were not necessarily tied to 
ideas of crusade. 

Then, there is the sense that by the thirteenth century ransoming had be- 
come a matter of routine and a practical necessity. Most frequently the order 
is merely labeled as the ordo captivorum and those who were helped as cap- 
tivi. References to their captors or the nature of their captivity are excep- 
tional. Of course, this may merely reflect the cryptic nature of many medieval 
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sources and disguise a myriad of concerns and motivations, but in a sense the 
ability of Mercedarians to perform their acts of ransoming depended upon 
an ability to travel as nonmilitant intermediaries to Muslim lands.** It seems 
fairly certain, furthermore, that the Mercedarians came to be regarded by 
many families and captives merely as one of the several sources of funds to be 
used in assembling a ransom.*” 

It is undeniable, however, that crusading notions also formed a part of 
the motivations of Mercedarians and their supporters. This is evident in the 
Mercedarian constitutions and in the bulls of support that emanated from 
the papacy. While the sparseness of our information makes generalization 
dangerous, nonetheless, the fact that both captives and contributors are seen 
echoing these sentiments is evidence for their existence within lay society. It 
would be natural enough for a former captive, or his family, to engage in 
anti-Muslim rancor, but the fact that benefactors did so as well indicates that 
ransoming did have a connection to the conflict with those “who are against 
our law.” Common sense also suggests that the long succession of papal in- 
dulgences would not have appealed to crusading ideas if these had not res- 
onated in some fashion within society. 

Royal motivations were more complex than these. One can detect in the 
evidence a sense of routine: the promotion of a pious act and hostility toward 
Muslims. During the reigns of James I and Peter the Great, there is little to 
suggest that royal intentions strayed far beyond these boundaries. The acta 
of James II, and later those of Peter the Ceremonious, however, reveal a po- 
litical use of the crusade to promote a measure of royal influence over the 
order and the ability to appropriate its revenues for crown purposes. Indeed, 
the royal evidence seems to be a mirror of the broader phenomenon. Ran- 
soming, like the wars against Islam, was a mixture of necessity, piety, and op- 
portunism that changed with the needs of the moment. 


PART TWO 
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ARMENIA BETWEEN EAST AND WEST 
IN THE ERA OF THE CRUSADES 
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I the era of the Crusades, the Armenian people were already well ac- 
quainted with intolerance and its consequences: they had become well 
schooled in the art of war, resisting conquest by Persians, Hellenes, Romans, 
Sassanids, Byzantines, and Arabs. Their struggle to preserve national 
uniqueness was conjoined, after conversion to Christianity in the fourth cen- 
tury, with defending their freedom to worship; the Armenian Holy Apostolic 
Orthodox Church was persecuted in turn by Zoroastrian Sassanids, Muslim 
Arabs, and Orthodox Byzantines.! In the tenth century Armenians encoun- 
tered two new societies: Muslim Turks, whose invasion occasioned the Cru- 
sades, and Frankish crusaders with their Latin Church of Rome. This paper 
focuses in particular on the confrontation between the Roman and Armen- 
ian Churches during the Crusade period, exploring the growth of intolerance 
in the interaction of these two cultures. Although only an introduction to a 
long and complex tale, it should provide insights into the causes of mutual 
antagonism that developed during this period. 

The bare outline of the story is as follows: the Crusades brought into 
contact two cultures sharing a common religious heritage, Franks and Arme- 
nians. They made common cause against both Muslims and Greeks, and de- 
spite occasional mutual skullduggery, became allies, intermarried, and 
united their churches during the first century of this interaction. During the 
next hundred years, however, although political and matrimonial connec- 
tions continued, the union of their churches dissolved. Finally, in the third 
century of this period, serious attempts were made to restore the communion 
of churches. But this had become an impossible task because during these 
centuries both churches had undergone an attitudinal change, a shift from 
accommodation to mutual hostility. As will be seen, this was based on nei- 
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ther ignorance nor simple prejudice, but on increased knowledge of each of 
the other, and on dawning self-awareness. In short, the process of interaction 
made each church define itself more deliberately, and each ultimately chose 
not to tolerate the other. 

First, a brief look at the Armenians with whom the crusaders interacted, 
and at their church. The crusaders barely touched the historic homeland of 
the Armenians, eastern Anatolia, where they had held intermittent lordship 
from at least the sixth century B.C.* During the Bragratid period (885 A.D. to 
c. 1045), an Armenian monarchy (under Muslim suzerainty) governed fre- 
quently unruly, largely independent nakharars, the land-owning nobility.’ 
Byzantium annexed western Armenia between 1020 and 1042, but lost it to 
the Seljuks soon thereafter (1048-64).4 Following the Battle of Manzikert 
(1071), Turkic hordes overran virtually all of Anatolia.’ The Armenians 
whom crusaders encountered were the few nakharars and their retainers 
who had established themselves in and around Cilicia. Although catholicoi 
(patriarchs) of the Armenian Church tended to gravitate there, most of the 
Armenian faithful and clergy continued to dwell in Greater Armenia, under 
Turkish overlordship. 

Armenians were very proud of their church, which they believed to be 
both Apostolic and autocephalous because founded by Bartholomew and 
Jude Thaddeus.® Armenia as a nation became Christian early in the fourth 
century, when its king was baptized by St. Gregory the Illuminator, the first 
catholicos of the new national church.” Throughout the medieval period, 
most subsequent catholicoi were linear descendants of St. Gregory, who 
sired a line of ecclesiastic aristocrats. Gregory’s descendants included Nerses 
the Great, who refined church government in the fourth century, and Sahak 
I, who in the next century sponsored creation of the Armenian alphabet and 
translation into Armenian of the Bible and liturgy.’ 

Their church was not in communion with either the Orthodox Church 
of Constantinople or the Roman Church when the Crusades began. Because 
the Armenian Church did not consider the Council of Chalcedon (451) 
canonical, the Greeks condemned them as Monophysite and heretical.’ 
Byzantine intolerance and persecution engendered in most Armenians a 
strong antipathy toward the Orthodox Church and things Greek.'° They 
held a different opinion of the Roman Church, however. According to Ar- 
menian traditions, St. Gregory the Illuminator had established a pact with 
Pope St. Sylvester (314-335), and during succeeding centuries, in which they 
had no interaction with the papal see, Armenian respect and affection for 
Rome remained undiminished. 

Armenian sentiment toward Rome was reinforced for those in Cilicia by 
their encounter with the crusaders. Cavalier treatment of Armenian 
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princelings often soured political relations." First contact with the Western 
church and its practices, however, deepened Armenian respect for the Latin 
Church, and Westerners showed toleration for non-Greek eastern ecclesias- 
tics, giving them a free hand in religious affairs.!* Michael the Syrian, Jaco- 
bite patriarch of Antioch at the end of the twelfth century, contrasted the 
Latins’ attitude with that of the Orthodox Greeks: “The Franks never raised 
any difficulty about matters of faith, or tried to reach an agreed statement of 
belief among Christians ethnically and linguistically separated. They re- 
garded as Christian anybody who venerated the Cross, without further in- 
quiry.” '* Perhaps because of frequent intermarriage with Armenian nobility, 
the Franks treated the Armenian Church with great respect, and clergy from 
both confessions sometimes shared facilities with mutual toleration.'* The 
twelfth century Armenian poet St. Nerses the Gracious gave voice to Arme- 
nians’ affection for the Western church when he wrote: “Oh Rome, magnifi- 
cent and revered mother of cities; See of St. Peter, the rock against which the 
gates of hell will never prevail. You are like the Garden of Eden.” © 

Throughout the twelfth century the Armenian and Roman Churches 
drew closer together, and a union of churches was established by century’s 
end. At an 1141 synod convened in Jerusalem by Alberic, cardinal bishop of 
Ostia and pontifical legate, the Armenian catholicos Gregory III made a per- 
sonal profession of faith and promised to restore his church to union with 
Rome.'* Following the lead of the Maronites of Lebanon, who acknowl- 
edged papal primacy about 1182, the Armenian catholicos Gregory IV sent a 
profession of faith to Pope Lucius III (1181-85) in 1184.'” Lucius accepted 
this as an act of submission and sent the catholicos a pallium (the woolen 
symbol of archiepiscopal authority), along with a copy of the Rituale Ro- 
manum, which was subsequently translated into Armenian.'® Later, when 
Prince Leon II of Cilicia approached both Pope Celestine III (1191-98) and 
Emperor Henry VI, seeking a royal crown, they dispatched legates to Arme- 
nia to grant his request.!? Only then, in 1197, did Rome attempt to exert au- 
thority over the Armenian Church by delaying Leon’s coronation until the 
union of the Armenian and Roman Churches was reaffirmed. Ultimately 
twelve Armenian prelates swore they would bring their practice into closer 
conformity with Rome’s, and the kingdom of Armenia was inaugurated on 
the Feast of the Three Kings, 1198, as a vassal state of the Empire, in com- 
munion with the Roman Church.?° 

Considerable controversy surrounds the submission of Armenia to 
Rome and the establishment of church union. Neither Catholicos Gregory 
IV’s 1184 letter of submission to Rome nor a text of the papal demands of 
1197 has been preserved, and many details are known only through Armen- 
ian historians, who began to reinterpret these events as soon as union col- 
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lapsed in the next century.”! In one such report, Leon is said to have told his 
prelates that he would submit merely in word and not in deed.”* Whatever 
the circumstances, in subsequent correspondence with Armenia both Inno- 
cent III (1198-1216) and Honorious III (1216-27) studiously avoided doc- 
trinal issues. This was not done though ignorance; an 1199 letter from 
Innocent to Leon makes clear that the papacy was well aware that only part 
of the Armenian Church had accepted union with Rome.” The popes seem to 
have been in no hurry to put pressure on Armenia and contented themselves 
with gentle prodding. Only under Gregory [X (1227-41), and probably asa 
result of friction over dynastic change in Cilicia, did the papacy threaten the 
traditional position of the Armenian Church by making it subject to the Latin 
patriarch of Antioch.** In the face of vigorous Armenian protestations, how- 
ever, the pope immediately did a volte-face and in 1239 explicitly recognized 
the rites and customs of the Armenian Church: “By apostolic authority We 
confirm to you and to your kingdom the reasonable customs which have ob- 
tained there from the time of Pope Sylvester and of St. Gregory, Catholicos of 
the same kingdom, who are said to have been contemporaries, in so far as 
they do not contravene the rulings of the Holy Fathers or the canons of the 
church.” 25 Resistance from conservative Armenian churchmen continued, 
however, and although a 1251 Armenian synod, at the urging of Innocent IV 
(1243-54), affirmed belief in dual procession of the Holy Spirit, only formal 
union had been achieved in Cilicia, and no steps to effectuate union were 
being taken in Armenia proper, where the bulk of the faithful resided.”* It was 
only natural, therefore, that the Western church ultimately took a new tack in 
the quest to unify all Christian churches under Rome. 

The adoption of a new approach to achieve union with the Armenian 
Church was part of the larger story of the medieval missionary movement, 
which blossomed in the thirteenth century.”’ In 1246, Innocent IV had dis- 
patched a Franciscan, Lawrence de Orte, with the special mission of reconcil- 
ing Eastern Christians with Rome.** The next year he sent another friar, 
Andrew, to work specifically with the Armenian Church.” Relations with 
Armenia were clouded at this point, however, because of the Mongol menace, 
something that Armenia and Rome viewed quite differently. The popes saw 
the Mongol khans, who claimed a mandate from heaven to rule the entire 
world, as an evil to be resisted and believed no pact was possible with them.” 
Armenia’s King Hetoum I (1226-69), on the other hand, submitted and in 
1247 made the Cilician kingdom a Mongol vassal state. He also persuaded 
his nephew, Bohemond of Antioch, of the advantages of Mongol alliance. 

Armenian relations with the papacy became more strained thereafter. 
Even before Hiilegii’s 1260 invasion of Syria, Pope Alexander IV (1254-61) 
authorized the preaching of an anti-Mongol crusade, urged Latins in the 
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Holy Land to oppose the Mongols, and threatened to excommunicate lead- 
ers, like Bohemond, who lent them support.*! Nevertheless, Hetoum and Bo- 
hemond rode with the Mongols and entered Damascus in victory with them. 
Church union may now have seemed a liability for Cilicia, and dialogue with 
Rome was broken off in 1261.°* When the Latin bishop of Bethlehem sum- 
moned Catholicos Constantine I (1221-1267) to Acre, Constantine sent as 
proxy an antiunionist theologian, Mekhitar of Daschir. In the course of dis- 
cussions, Mekhitar launched an attack on papal primacy: “Whence does the 
Church of Rome derive the power to pass judgment on other Apostolic Sees 
while she herself is not subject to their judgments? We ourselves [the Arme- 
nians] have indeed the authority to bring you [the Catholic Church] to trial, 
following the example of the Apostles, and you have no right to deny our 
competence.” > Such views Armenians had previously kept to themselves. 
The conference ended with no resolution, and union seemed at end as well. 
The thirteenth-century papacy is frequently castigated for its unbending, 
legalistic rigidity in dealing with other churches. It was difficult for leaders of 
the Roman Church to compromise because they held strong convictions con- 
cerning the nature of the church and the unique position of the Roman pon- 
tiff in dispensing grace necessary for human salvation. Right or wrong, they 
deeply believed in their position, and throughout this period buttressed it 
with legal, philosophical, and theological arguments. In spite of this intoler- 
ant mind-set, the papacy exhibited gentle toleration in its interaction with 
other Christian peoples encountered in the Levant and Asia between the late 
twelfth and early fourteenth centuries, as their initial interaction with Arme- 
nia demonstrates. This acceptance of other churches is in striking contrast to 
Latin hostility toward the Greek Orthodox Church, which was briefly rec- 
onciled to Rome at the Second Council of Lyons.** The schism between the 
Orthodox Church and Rome, which had been in existence for more than two 
hundred years, was declared over at Lyons after Greek representatives made 
solemn submission, chanting the phrase ex patre filioque procedit three times 
during the recitation of the Nicene creed.** It was another symbol (creed), 
Credimus Sanctam Trinitatem, which had been used in negotiating this rec- 
onciliation. Drawn up in the pontificate of Clement IV (1265-68) as terms 
and conditions of union with no room for compromise on papal primacy, it 
included paragraphs emphasizing the unique position of Rome.* In contrast 
with the approach taken vis-a-vis the Armenian and other Eastern churches, 
the papacy held the Greeks’ feet to the fire of submission before compro- 
mise.*” This different attitude resulted from the long and acrimonious debate 
with Orthodox churchmen over ritual and belief. By the thirteenth century 
the Latins had come to believe Greeks perfidious and haughty, in addition to 
simply wrong. Familiarity breeds contempt, and an unwillingness to be tol- 
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erant. But, because the Armenian and other Eastern Christians were not a 
known quantity, it was easier for Rome to accept their customs. To rework 
the cliché: The new, the exotic, the unfamiliar had engendered patience and 
reserve that, in this context, one might call toleration. Interestingly, the same 
paradigm, applied to the Armenian Church, helps explain why its relation- 
ship with Rome altered in the fourteenth century. 

Despite the many points of belief on which the Roman and Armenian 
Churches readily agreed, there were differences that were highlighted by the 
ways in which each of the two confessions expressed its belief. One example 
was the matter of the “mixed chalice,” that is, the addition of a drop of water 
to the wine before consecration, standard in the West but not an Armenian 
tradition. As is generally the case, this ritual expressed deeper meaning. The 
mixing of water and wine symbolized for the West the two natures of Christ, 
divine and human, and an unmixed chalice might be interpreted as an affir- 
mation of Monophysite heresy. That notwithstanding, in matters of ritual 
there were clear limits to Armenian willingness to compromise with Rome. 
The Armenian people and clergy were very attached to their traditions and 
practices, which were central to the culture the Armenian Church had helped 
create, and the majority within that confession resisted any alteration in cus- 
tomary rituals. Cilicia was exceptional because political considerations and 
cultural interaction facilitated the movement toward a union of churches 
there. Cheek by jowl with newly formed crusader states, the nakharars inter- 
married with Frankish counterparts and Latinized the government of their 
kingdom.°* Increasingly Cilicia became less representative of the bulk of the 
Armenian people and more open to the compromises necessary for church 
union. This readiness to compromise on religious matters, whether tolera- 
tion or expediency, was not endorsed by conservative clergy, the majority in 
Greater Armenia, who had had little direct contact with Westerners and who 
viewed changes in ritual practice, even if for the sake of union with another 
church, with suspicion and hostility. 

This situation changed when missionaries of the Latin Church entered 
Greater Armenia under Mongol protection, as a consequence of rapproche- 
ment between the Western church and the Mongols in the last third of the 
thirteenth century. Hiilegii, brother of Qubilai Khan and first Ilkhan (sub- 
king) in Persia and Mesopotamia, had sent an embassy west in 1263-64, 
suggesting military cooperation, and his successors welcomed ambassadors 
and missionaries into their realm.*? Western missionaries were allowed into 
every part of the Mongol empire thereafter and given permission to preach in 
all subject lands.*° Franciscans and Dominicans quickly seized this opportu- 
nity, and by the third decade of the fourteenth century at least forty convents 
had been established in the East, on the shores of the Black Sea and beyond, 
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in Qipchaq, Georgia, Greater Armenia, Persia, Mesopotamia, and even 
China.*! As the fourteenth century dawned, the papacy built upon this foun- 
dation by establishing a Latin hierarchy in Asia, bringing the scattered out- 
posts of the western church under two new archbishoprics: Khan-baliq 
(Qubilai’s capital, modern Beijing, established in 1307), and Sultaniyya (cap- 
ital city of the Ilkhanate in northern Iran, created in 1318).*? Although the 
Franciscans had more houses in Persia, John XXII invested the Dominicans 
with the archbishopric of Sultaniyya, perhaps to advance a long-range cru- 
sade plan involving Christian communities to the east and south of Islam.*° 
As it turned out, because most of the new diocese’s suffragan sees lay along 
the main road through eastern Anatolia, Dominican bishops in the new ju- 
risdiction focused their attention there, and assumed an apostolate in 
Greater Armenia.** The Dominicans thereafter joined the Franciscans al- 
ready at work in Cilicia and Greater Armenia, attempting to reconcile East- 
ern Christians to Rome.** Because of Mongol support, Armenian clergy were 
powerless to prevent or regulate the activities of Western clerics who entered 
their territory. 

Dominican and Franciscan missionaries did make converts in both 
Greater Armenia and Cilicia, including some influential church leaders 
whom they brought into full union with the Roman Church. Among the ear- 
liest of these was Catholicos Constantine II, who was secretly received into 
the Roman rite about 1285, probably by Franciscans resident at Sis. Because 
relations between Cilicia and Rome were still strained at that point, his rec- 
onciliation was considered apostasy, and when it became known, in 1288, 
Hetoum II deposed and exiled him.*° More significant were the conversions 
made in Greater Armenia in the fourteenth century, after the see of Sul- 
taniyya had been established. One of these was John, the aradjorn (superior) 
of the monastery at Qrna. After spending a year (1329) with Dominicans in 
Maragha, teaching them Armenian while he studied Latin and Western the- 
ology, he became personally committed to church union. Following a confer- 
ence he convened at Qrna, many monks and clerics subscribed to union with 
Rome, among them his entire monastery, which was thereafter given in per- 
petuity to the Dominicans. From these beginnings a new order, the Brothers 
Unitors, emerged, and from about 1340 they worked assiduously to bring 
the Armenian Church into full union with Rome.*’ Another notable convert 
was the monk Zachary of Zorzor, archbishop of St. Thaddeus and exarch 
(governor) of Greater Armenia, whose adoption of Roman Catholicism gave 
first the Franciscans and later the Dominicans a strong presence at Zorzor.*® 
Mendicants, teaching scholastic theology and supervising the translation of 
a variety of works from Latin into Armenian at both Zorzor and Qrna, con- 
vinced many, including two Armenian bishops, to submit without reserva- 
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tion to the Roman Church.*? Through their teaching at least one Armenian 
monk, John of Zorzor, qualified as a doctor of theology.*® So complete was 
the conversion of Unitors that they rejected Armenian rituals, replacing them 
with Roman usage. Convinced by scholastic theology that the Roman 
Church was the true church of Christ, they attacked their own traditions as 
tainted with Monophysitism, and some went so far as to have themselves re- 
baptized and reordained in the Roman rite.*? 

These were the exceptions, however, and not the rule in Greater Arme- 
nia, where the majority of clergy and faithful remained unmoved by Western 
missionaries. Both the individual conversions to the Roman Church and the 
converts’ rejection of Armenian traditions made the bulk of Armenian clergy 
even more hostile to compromise for the sake of union than before.** Thus 
hostility toward the Roman Church blossomed in Greater Armenia because 
of contact and interaction with Latin clergy, and traditional Armenian re- 
spect for the church of Rome gradually disappeared. Not surprisingly, when 
Western missionaries lost the support of Mongol overlords, who ultimately 
adopted Islam, the orthodox among the Greater Armenians shut Latin clergy 
out of their territory and treated the Unitors as schismatics. Once again, fa- 
miliarity had bred intolerance. 

A very different dynamic was at work in Cilicia as the fourteenth century 
opened. There Armenian clergy, despite their deep attachment to traditional 
rituals, officially capitulated and embraced the Roman Church and its creed. 
With the loss of the Latin outposts in Syria (1291) and the conversion of the 
Ilkhanate to Islam, Armenia was bereft of erstwhile allies.°> Because only 
Lusignon Cyprus, Western kings, or the pope could provide military succor, 
the union of the Armenian Church with Rome seemed a good move once 
again. These facts certainly helped inspire the 1307 synod at Sis, at which Ar- 
menian prelates adopted all the reforms Rome asked, chief among which 
were recognition of all seven ecumenical councils (including Chalcedon), an 
expression of belief according to the Roman formula, and adoption of the 
mixed chalice for the Eucharist.** The last had become particularly impor- 
tant as a clear statement of Armenia’s rejection of Monophysitism. Although 
the Armenians had always argued that this symbolic mixing, not part of their 
tradition, was not essential, and had always stressed their differences with 
Monophysite Nestorians, they yielded on this and every point to Rome. The 
union was not acceptable to the Armenian Church as a whole, however, and 
it was promptly repudiated.* 

The Cilician capitulation to Roman demands at Sis did not achieve the 
desired results, because by this point Rome was conscious of the many reser- 
vations held by Armenian clergy, even in Cilicia, and began to demand 
greater proof of Armenian commitment to church union. Ironically, Western 
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suspicion of Armenian adherence to union with Rome was fueled largely by 
some Unitors, who denounced their confreres for less complete submission 
to Western ritual and belief. Foremost among these was Nerses of Balienz, 
the Unitor bishop of Qrna, who made his way to Avignon about 1338.°° 
Nerses impressed Benedict XII (1334-42), who named him archbishop of 
Malazgerd and set him the task of examining the Armenian faith.5?7 When 
King Leon V (1320-42) sent an embassy to Avignon to plead for immediate 
aid in 1336, Benedict was slow to respond because, as he explained in letters 
of 1341 to Leon and the Armenian Catholicos, he had been informed that 
execrable errors had arisen in the two Armenias, and had ordered a /ibellus 
(pamphlet) drawn up, which Leon’s envoys were carrying back so it could be 
discussed in a synod, which would correct errors and restore orthodoxy.*® 
Titled Fides Armenorum, the libellus, which Nerses had drafted, listed 116 
articles accusing the Armenians (except for the Unitors) of a wide variety of 
errors. These included rejecting both the filioque and the Council of Chal- 
cedon, professing Monophysitism, not adopting the mixed chalice, and re- 
baptizing those who had been baptized under the Greek or Roman rite.*° 
This lengthy text elicited quick response from Cilicia, where a 1342 synod 
refuted the /ibellus article by article and affirmed that the alleged errors were 
not the common doctrine of the Armenian Church.® A large entourage of 
Armenian nobles and clerics arrived in Avignon later that year to bring these 
conclusions to the papal court. Although the pope was heartened by Cilicia’s 
commitment to union, and some financial aid was dispatched to assist Lesser 
Armenia, the papacy henceforth sought continued reassurances of Armenian 
goodwill and devotion to real church union. When the ambassadors re- 
turned to Cilicia in 1346, they were accompanied by two Latin bishops who 
were charged to examine Armenian books to expunge their errors and to 
hold a synod for that purpose.°*! 

Clearly, the attitude of the papacy toward Armenia underwent a sea 
change and took on a new, harder edge as the fourteenth century progressed. 
From the reign of Benedict XII onward, popes began to insist that the Arme- 
nians align both their belief and their ritual with that of the Roman Church. 
Benedict had explicitly linked assistance for Armenia to reforms in religious 
practice, and demanded that “errors” be corrected before military aid would 
be sent.” The toleration and latitude that characterized earlier relations be- 
tween Rome and the Armenian Church were gone. Clement VI (1342-52), in 
a 1351 letter to the Armenian Catholicos, stated the new situation clearly: 
Armenians not only had to believe as the Latins, they had to adhere closely to 
the papal mode of practicing their common faith.® Trust had disappeared 
because, over a long interaction, the two parties had alienated each other. 
Since the Armenians (in the papal view) had said one thing but done another 
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by professing union but refusing to implement it, the test of determining or. 
thodoxy now became full compliance with Latin ritual as the outward sign 
of agreement with Latin belief and discipline. The papacy was no longer wil]. 
ing to endorse Armenia’s unique national style of religious expression, as it 
had a century earlier. Toleration had become a victim of familiarity, and Ar- 
menians were henceforth treated with suspicion formerly reserved for 
Greeks. 

In conclusion, this brief and partial recapitulation of the waxing and 
waning of relations between Rome and the Armenian Church in the High 
Middle Ages is little more than the outline of a remarkable story that needs a 
larger canvas to be traced in proper depth and detail. This survey should, 
however, provide insight into causes and occasions of intolerance, and call 
into question conventional “wisdom” that deeper knowledge and broader 
intercultural experience promote fellowship and toleration. Too often the 
opposite is true; the worst enemies are those who have learned over long pe- 
riods of interaction to know and to despise each other. That level of hatred 
probably did not mature between the Roman and Armenian Churches, but 
the warm feelings for Rome that Armenians had cherished in the earlier Mid- 
dle Ages were supplanted by resentment and suspicion of Western aims, and 
Latin toleration of Armenia’s unique institutions vanished. To find an exam- 
ple of more mature intolerance, one must look at the relations between the 
Armenians and Turks, or, more currently, between Bosnian Muslims and 
Serbs, but an exploration of those topics would be another paper entirely. 
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Muslim Taxation under Crusader Rule 
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TT" survival of native administration after a foreign conquest is a com- 
monly assumed historical phenomenon. A good deal of scholarship 
has addressed the extent to which crusader society adapted the customs and 
administrative policies of Muslim society and how the daily lives of the Mus- 
lim and Syrian Christian inhabitants were changed under crusader rule.' De- 
pictions of crusader society have ranged from the integrated model put forth 
by French historians of the nineteenth century to Prawer’s conceptualization 
of an apartheid regime under European colonial rule.? Although conclusions 
and interpretations vary with individual authors, many scholars have argued 
that there was some degree of continuity of Muslim social organization and 
administrative practice within the boundaries of the Latin East.° 

This paper will evaluate the continuity of the Muslim administration in 
the crusader states with regard to rent and taxation. The evidence related to 
tax payments by cultivators to their lords is limited; the occurrence of Mus- 
lim tax terms in the considerable source material of Latin charters contained 
in the various cartularies of the military orders and ecclesiastical organiza- 
tions is even slighter.* A few charters indicate that the basic rent paid by cul- 
tivators for their parcels of land, usually called carruca, was the carragium, 
also known as the terraticum or terragium.’ Most authors have seen these 
terms as either a corruption (carragium) or a Latin synonym (terraticum, ter- 
ragium) of the kharaj, which continued to be collected from cultivators 
under crusader lordship.* With regard to the term carragium, the assumption 
of a direct connection to the Arabic kharaj is especially troublesome. The 
problem is largely a linguistic one. To begin with, the term carragium may in- 
stead be formed from the Anglo-French caruage or carruga, misleadingly 
similar in appearance, no doubt, to kharaj, but deriving its meaning from the 
Latin carruca or chariot, later the wheeled or heavy plough.’ Of course, this 
word serves as the basis for the crusader land terms carruca and carrucae, 
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meaning plough-land. In fact, the carruca is sometimes called caruge in the 
charters.* It is also possible that the term carragium is not synonymous with 
terragium, but rather indicates a carriage service or a toll on carts, most 
likely charged when bringing the harvest to the lord’s curia. This is the defi- 
nition provided by Latham under the entries for carragium (c. 1160) and car. 
ragium (c. 1170). Carregium is also found as a variant spelling under the 
entry for carreda in Du Cange, who provides a similar definition of a fee for 
carriage. Indeed, this appears to be the sense in which the word is used ina 
Templar document of 1142 from Arles.’ In this document, reference is re- 
peatedly made to carreig, for example, “lo carreig xii deneirs raimondegz.” 
Surely this money payment is not at all related to kharaj, but, rather, most 
probably to a fee for carriage or transportation of the harvest from the fields 
to the lord or his agent. Such a fee is often found in medieval Europe."® A per- 
haps similar payment is indicated in a document from the Hospitaller cartu- 
lary, which transfers the right of two “bétes de charge.” |! 

In particular, the identification of several instances of kharaj in the cru- 
sader cartularies by Jonathan Riley-Smith warrants detailed reexamination. 
Of the five documents he identifies, only two are possibly references to 
kharaj in Latin form. It must be kept in mind that variations in spelling make 
any precise definition impossible, so that any conclusions must remain tenta- 
tive. One charter, dated 1193, concerns the dispute over tithes at Margat be- 
tween the Hospital and the church at Valenia. The Hospital agrees to hand 
over to the church the tithe held “in villages and rents from the same in- 
comes, caragiis, agreements.” * Another Hospitaller charter, dated 1238, 
contains the following lines: “Besides, when the aforesaid Master and the 
brothers paid only five bezants to him for the twentieth of the caragium of 
the same village, he demanded the same to be paid to him and they should be 
held to the account of those who receive for a greater payment owed to him 
according to the number of the receivers.” ' It may be the case, as suggested 
above, that, as used here, the term caragiis could just as plausibly be a 
spelling variation of carruca, the land measurement commonly found in the 
charters of the Latin East, and with a number of variant spellings, e.g. car- 
rega,'* carrugas,’’ and caruge,'® as well as carruc[cagio| and carrugagliis] 
from two English documents, dated 1199-1200." Significantly, Du Cange 
has an entry for charuagium, which carries the following definition, “terra 
quae caruca seu aratro colitur” (land cultivated by a caruca or aratrum|types 
of plows]). Such a meaning for this word would fit in the context just as 
nicely as an adaptation of kharaj. It is also important to note that the docu- 
ment from 1238 is issued under the name of Pope Gregory IX at the Lateran. 
It certainly casts some doubt on the authenticity of caragiis as a Muslim term 
if it originates in the chancery of the pope. 
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In a third example, the French variation karrage appears in Raybaud’s 
summary of a Hospitaller document, dated 1139. The caption reads, “Do- 
nation faite a l’Hdpital de Hierusalem par Raymond I, prince d’Anti- 
oche, . . .de six besans et demy censuels et neuf écus de karrage, qu’il prenoit 
sur le jardin que Trigaud avoit donné a l’ordre.” !* Without the text itself, the 
details of this document are too vague to allow for more than speculation. 
There is no indication as to the size of the garden or what was grown in it. 
There are no prohibitions against the leveling of kharaj on fruit trees, but it 
should be noted that this is a money payment and not a portion of the har- 
vest. This fact makes this item an anomaly even among the rare, scattered 
documents under discussion here. 

Another document from the cartulary of the Teutonic Knights, dated 
1257, is more detailed, but by no means definitive in its description. It de- 
scribes a settlement between the bishop of Acre and the Knights over a wide 
range of payments and dues. It contains the following reference: “Et debent 
solvere dictam quintam decimam de vino suarum vinearum et de charagiis et 
de oleo suorum villanorum de tanto quantum inde recipiunt et de suomet 
oleo, de computagio caprarum, de apibus, et de exeniis villanorum suorum” 
(And they ought to pay the said fifteenth from the wine of the vineyards and 
from the charagia and from the oil of their villains, from the accounting of 
goats, from bees, and from the gifts of their villains). The exact meaning of 
this term is debatable, and its placement in the text is perplexing. If it is in- 
deed a reference to kharaj, it would seem unnecessary to include it among 
payments of wine and oil, since a portion of these goods would constitute a 
payment of kharaj. The charter continues to list a variety of goods and ani- 
mals, including she-goats, bees, geese, eggs, and cheese. The content of this 
listing allows for the possibility that here the word charagia may refer to an- 
other such product, namely, the carob nut. The tree was quite common in 
Syria, and its fruit was valued by the inhabitants. The carob may be consid- 
ered here because a French variant of the word for it is carrouge, which when 
rendered into Latin may have taken the form displayed in this charter.'? The 
final document, from the Order of St. Lazarus, makes no mention of kharaj, 
despite Riley-Smith’s assertions to the contrary.2° Rather than kharaj, it 
refers to cavage, a capitation or head tax, which was a common feature of 
European lordship.?! Finally, Ibn Jubayr’s statement that the inhabitants of a 
village outside Acre paid half their harvest as rent to their Frankish lord is 
often cited in support of the survival of kharaj. It should be noted, however, 
that an examination of the passage in Arabic clearly shows that he does not 
use the term kharaj. Rather, he writes only that nisf, or half, of the harvest is 
collected as tax. A variant manuscript reading gives thulth, that is, a third.” 

The various suggestions provided in this examination indicate that no 
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consistent and definitive explanation can be provided for the exact meaning 
and usage of the term (or, more likely, terms) contained in these charters. 
But this is perhaps the point to be made. These scattered and ambiguous ref. 
erences provide little support for concluding that the Muslim kharaj sy. 
vived under crusader rule. Even if these terms do indeed represen 
adaptations of the word kharaj, it is vital to understand that the appearance 
of an Arabic term for taxation in crusader documents in no way proves that 
Arabic taxation practices survived. The validity of this point is further 
proved by the overwhelming continuity of European practices in crusader 
rural administration. 

That the Latin terms terrage and its variants appear in charters from the 
Latin East is not surprising because these terms have a long tradition in Ev- 
rope. Terragium and terraticum, in contrast to carragium, correspond 
closely with the kind of rent payment that historians have found in the Latin 
East, that is, rent paid in the form of a share in the harvest.?? According to Du 
Cange, the earliest mention of terraticum is in a charter of Emperor Ludwig 
II in 869. Terrage is first mentioned in a charter of Count Otto in 1030. In 
western France, terrage appears between 1030 and 1060, but given the long 
time before these terms are written into text, they could have appeared be- 
fore 1000.”4 In this region, the proportional rates vary from one-seventh to 
one-third of the harvest, but almost two-thirds have a rate of one-fourth. It 
is possible as well in certain cases that several redevances (dues) are imposed 
upon the same land, so that when combined with the tithe at one-tenth, the 
rate of one-fourth is raised to one-third. On lands subject to the tithe, terrage 
was taken from what was left of the crop after the tithe had been deducted. It 
is worth noting that such a procedure contradicts one of the major Islamic 
jurists, Abu-Hanifa, who prohibited the exaction of kharaj from lands sub- 
ject to ‘ushr.?6 

In Provence a similar arrangement is found under the name facherie, a 
contract by which the lord concedes land for a fixed term against the pay- 
ment of a quarter, a third, or a half of the harvest. Four acts from the Cartu- 
laire de St. Thomas de Trinquetaille between 1190 and 1198 contain the 
term facherie, one of which states that the amount charged by the Templars 
was one-fourth.?’ Similar rates are found in the southwest of France, where 
rents on vineyards are usually fixed at one-fourth and other crops at one- 
third.?* Germany provides an abundance of similar examples, where the in- 
troduction of sharecropping or métayage is related to the abandonment of 
direct exploitation. This point will become extremely important when exam 
ining the extent of demesne land in the crusader settlements in the Latin East. 
Métayage is a form of cultivation in which the lord provides the land as well 
as a part or whole of investments such as seeds, tools, plough, and plough 
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team.2? In contrast, tenure a champart or terrage requires the tenant to put 
up all the expenses and equipment and assume all the risks. The lord invests 
nothing, so he receives a comparatively smaller portion of the harvest, often 
one-eighth to one-sixteenth. Share cropping is also found throughout Ger- 
many, except in the colonized regions of the east, where only fixed rents are 
found. For vineyards, the rate is typically one-fourth to one-half of the har- 
vest; for cereals, one-half or one-third, depending on the crop, the more pre- 
cious, such as autumn wheat, requiring a higher proportion from the 
cultivator.*° It is worth noting that in the Cistercian rules of 1134 in Ger- 
many, métayage is expressly forbidden, but the prohibition could not with- 
stand the movement to this form of revenue exaction by the lord. Two 
centuries later, in the county of Wiirttemberg in 1380, the ratio of land in di- 
rect exploitation to that under métayage stood at 1:36, from a ratio of 1:4 
thirty years earlier.*! Such examples from Europe indicate that the origin and 
nature of taxation under the crusaders in the Latin East is more solidly based 
ona European system than in the survival of Muslim administration and the 
kharaj. 

Moreover, if we look more closely at the nature and history of the 
kharaj, the arguments for its survival become even less persuasive. The 
kharaj is a tax levied on the land, paid to the state.** This designation, it is 
important to note, immediately distinguishes the kharaj from the Latin form, 
which was a rent paid to the lord.*? Cahen has argued that the privatization 
of tax collecting under the feudal regime of the crusaders negated the distinc- 
tion between terrage as a private rent and kharaj as a public tax.** Such a dis- 
tinction might have been lost on the worker forced to make the payment, but 
the shift has a profound theoretical resonance. It is difficult to make an argu- 
ment for the survival of an institution when the very foundations upon which 
it is built have been swept away. Once the public nature of a tax is changed 
into a private rent, how can it be said to survive in anything but a nominal 
way? And as has been shown, even this nominal survival should be called 
into question. Chris Wickham, disputing the existence of feudalism under 
the Ottomans, considers the relationship between lord and serf based on rent 
extraction to be the crucial aspect of feudalism, not the judicial-political re- 
lationship. Thus, he draws a sharp distinction between tax paid to the state 
as a feature of Islamic lands, and rent paid to the lord as the defining feature 
of European feudalism.*5 In reply, Halil Berktay has argued in Marxist ter- 
minology that such a distinction can be supported only if it can be shown 
that these two different modes demonstrate different methods in which sur- 
plus production is extracted from the cultivator by the ruler.3* We have seen 
many examples of methods of extracting production that vary considerably 
from the Muslim practice. For example, the terms of métayage require the 
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lord to put up the materials with which the land is cultivated in return for 4 
larger share of the harvest. These are not at all the terms by which kharaj is 
appropriated from the cultivator, who is responsible for all materials and 
work and pays a portion of his income to the state as a tax. With regard to 
the crusader settlements in the Latin East and the survival of Muslim admin- 
istration, this theoretical distinction between rent paid to the lord and tax 
paid to the state needs to retain its importance. 

A similar argument may be made with regard to the survival of the Mus- 
lim jizya. It has been argued by some recent scholars that the crusaders took 
over the Muslim practice of exacting a head tax, only instead of imposing it 
on Christians and Jews, it was now collected from Muslims.*’ In this case, 
the writings of Ibn Jubayr do explicitly refer to the head tax on Muslim in- 
habitants of crusader lands as jizya, but such limited evidence certainly does 
not warrant the conclusions of LaMonte that it represented one of the chief 
revenues taken by the kings of Jerusalem.** Again, the argument being made 
for survival of jizya is refuted by the fact that the tax as administered by the 
Muslims was specifically intended for non-Muslims. How can it then be said 
to survive when its fundamental nature and purpose has been removed? The 
crusaders did not simply adopt this method of taxation; rather, they intro- 
duced their own, indigenous system that shared nominal similarities with 
that practiced in the lands they conquered. Indeed, as with rent in the form of 
a share of the harvest, the head tax was a common institution in medieval 
Europe; its appearances throughout England and the continent are too abun- 
dant to list. Duby has identified chevage as early as the tenth century and 
speculates that it was an even more ancient practice. Certainly it was well 
known in the Roman Empire and early Byzantium. Like the jizya, chevage 
was considered a payment indicative of subjection, but in Europe it was not 
based on religion. Again an important distinction between the two regimes 
must be made both in theory and in practice. All Muslim jurists and their 
legal traditions agree that jizya is to be collected only from able-bodied adult 
males who are not Muslims. It is true that the evidence of Ibn Jubayr indi- 
cates that under crusader rule, the head tax was now levied on the Muslims, 
but contrary to Islamic law, on females as well as males. Moreover, the doc- 
ument from Cyprus in 1210 indicates that the chevage was collected from 
Christian cultivators as well as Muslims.*? The administration of such taxa- 
tion more clearly resembles European than Islamic practice. 

By paying the head tax, the Muslim and perhaps the Syrian Christian 
cultivators were exempt from the tithe. Several papal decrees related to the 
possessions of the Abbey of Our Lady of Josaphat indicate that revenues de- 
rived from “rusticos infidelium” (the rural men of the infidels) were to be 
kept in total by the abbey, that is to say, the tithe would not be taken from 
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these rents.*° As well, it appears that the proposal of Thoros, king of Arme- 
nia, to settle 30,000 Christians in Palestine in the 1160s was scuttled when 
the Church insisted on collecting the tithe from these new cultivators, al- 
though it was not being collected from the Muslims.*! A papal confirmation 
concerning the possessions of the Abbey of Our Lady of Josaphat contains 
the phrase “aliisque decimis bonorum hominum latinorum” (and other 
tithes of Latin boni homines), suggesting that only Latin Christians paid the 
tithe there as well.*? 

In Europe the tithe represented a major form of revenue for religious or- 
ders; the situation was no different in the Latin East.*? The charters are filled 
with the disputes between various religious and lay organizations over 
claims to the tithe on produce and lands.** In Islamic law, there is a parallel 
to the tithe, known as the zakat, usually levied at 10 percent of property in- 
cluding food harvests, fruits, grapes, and nuts, cattle and animals, and some- 
times gold and silver and other merchandise. This practice in both societies 
clearly has its origins in Judaic tradition and was adapted and institutional- 
ized by the Christian church and the Islamic theocracy. According to the dic- 
tates of Muhammad, zakat is incumbent upon all Muslims who meet a 
minimum level of wealth. Until the time of Abu Bakr in 632-34 A.D., the tax 
was usually given to the recipients directly from the hand of the benefactor. 
According to tradition, in addition to the destitute, recipients included par- 
ents, relatives, orphans, travelers, beggars, and slaves. The reforms of Abu 
Bakr made the tax a regular institution, which required payment to the state 
treasury for distribution. Only Muslims paid zakat. Payment of the jizya by 
Christians and Jews exempted them from this payment, which, depending on 
the wealth of the cultivator, probably provided a lower rate. In practice, the 
collection of the tax was often difficult and evasion widespread. In some 
cases, the secular tax on land, known as ‘ushr, replaced the zakat. On a su- 
perficial level, this tax appears quite similar to the European tithe, but signif- 
icant theoretical and practical differences remain. In Islamic administration 
the zakat as well as ‘ushr is collected by the state in the name of the Muslim 
community. It was often used for military and political purposes, in addition 
to poor relief. Such features provide a stark contrast to the collection and dis- 
tribution of the European tithe, where the tenth is claimed and collected in 
the name of the Church by various religious communities. 

Rent as paid in a share of the harvest was not the only feature of Euro- 
pean land tenure that was brought to the Latin East. Often, as in Tuscany, 
these dues were accompanied by gifts to the lord, such as chicken, eggs, and 
cheese.*5 There are several examples, such as those concerning the Venetians 
at Tyre, of these gifts in the Latin East as well. Here too it is difficult to accept 
survival of the Muslim system. It is as hard to follow other conclusions that 
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the Franks did not introduce any features of feudal Europe into the Latin 
East.*” One need only look at the Hospitaller settlement at Beit Jibrin to see 
clear example of a European form of settlement.** Prawer has studied this 
colonization custom extensively. He has concluded that the number of the 
first settlers, around 1153, was thirty-two families, between 100 and 150 
people. All of them were Franks, and the majority were newcomers from Eu- 
rope. Their terms of settlement stipulated that they were obliged to pay the 
annual terragium on crops and fruits. Here is an example of cultivators, none 
of them Muslim or Syrian Christians, who paid a proportion of their harvest 
to their lord as rent. Here too did the kharaj survive? 

We may ask the same question of another settlement founded by the 
canons of the Church of the Holy Sepulchre on lands given to them by God- 
frey of Bouillon.*? Magna Mahumeria (al-Bira) established a custom of set- 
tlement that was copied throughout the twelfth century until the territorial 
gains of Saladin in the 1180s. The terms of settlement are clearly laid out 
along European lines. The Frankish settlers, about 150 families at the most, 
were mainly involved in viniculture, although there were a number of crafts- 
men and artisans as well. As at Beit-Jibrin, land was granted against a share 
of the harvest, terraticum, in this case, ranging from one-third to one-half. 
Prawer has also identified grants of land that he associates with a variation of 
the champart or complant contract, known as medietaria.*° With these con- 
tracts in Europe, lands are usually given at a fixed lease, after which the cul- 
tivator would return half the land and retain the other against a share of the 
harvest. At Mahumeria, however, the contract stipulates that the lands are 
held in perpetuity and heritable against a payment of one-half. If the cultiva- 
tor wishes to sell the land, then he is obliged to return half the price to the 
canons of the Holy Sepulchre. In this settlement custom, as in that of Beit- 
Jibrin, there is not a trace of Muslim survival. The sharecropping arrange- 
ments are clearly elements of European origin. 

One of the main arguments against the introduction of European forms 
of land tenure assumes the almost total absence of demesne land in the Latin 
East.*! But again, the lack of demesne is not a convincing proof that a Euro- 
pean system was not imposed. For security and cultural considerations, the 
crusader lords were rentiers, residing in the cities and not on their lands. At 
first glance, one may assume that the absentee lord was merely following the 
Muslim custom. After all, the Middle East in the Middle Ages was largely an 
urban society, centered around the great cities of Cairo, Baghdad, and Dam- 
ascus. Europe at this period, on the contrary, was a predominantly rural so- 
ciety, centered around the great manors in the countryside, where the lord 
lived directly off the produce of his estates. Thus, it would have been natural 
for the crusaders in the Latin East to attempt to impose their manorial cus- 
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toms in place of the native Muslim customs, and to introduce the demesne 
and its accompanying labor services. That this effort did not succeed is seen 
as proof that the Islamic land tenure system survived. Such a view, however, 
is misleading from two perspectives. Ronnie Ellenblum has recently pub- 
lished a brief but important article effectively challenging a generation of his- 
torical writing on crusader settlement in the Latin East. According to his 
findings, the assumption that the Franks did not settle in the countryside and 
only collected a share in crops “is not based on documentary or archaeolog- 
ical sources and is in no way accurate.” *? In his archaeological field study, 
undertaken between 1985 and 1991, Ellenblum has identified the remains of 
more than two hundred rural sites settled by the Franks. These usually took 
one of two forms, both commonly found in Europe: rural burgi attached to 
fortified castles and maisons fortes, located in remote areas and organized 
around the manor for agricultural exploitation, including pathways to the 
fields and extensive irrigation. Ellenblum uses the large numbers of these set- 
tlements to refute the prevailing view that the Franks created a largely, if not 
exclusively, urban society of rentiers and absentee landlords who lived off 
the share of the harvest that they extracted in kind from their predominantly 
Muslim subjects. Through the plotting of these sites, Ellenblum also suggests 
that Frankish settlement took place, following a stratification dating from 
the era of Byzantine control, mainly in areas where Syrian Christians were a 
large minority or majority of the population and that they avoided those 
areas with a large Muslim population. Although these conclusions warrant 
further elaboration and research, they suggest that the crusaders were much 
more involved in rural settlement and administration than has previously 
been assumed. 

Even if Ellenblum’s preliminary findings do not withstand future 
scrutiny, the view that the crusaders continued Muslim practices falters for 
other reasons. When analyzing the features of crusader lordship, there is 
solid ground for suggesting that the supposed lack of demesne land and feu- 
dal services in the crusader states in the Latin East may in fact derive from 
contemporary developments in the feudal system of Europe, where there was 
a movement at this same period away from holding demesne land and to- 
wards the elimination of services. In England and France, especially, the 
elimination of demesne land took place under three specific conditions: 1) 
shortage of labor; 2) difficulty of cultivating newly acquired or remote terri- 
tory; and 3) preference of lords to reside in cities for comfort, security, and 
convenience.’ These were precisely the conditions that most historians be- 
lieve to have obtained in the Latin East. Because of the scarcity and reluc- 
tance of Muslim workers and the difficulty in encouraging European 
peasants to settle abroad, labor was in short supply. This short supply made 
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it difficult to exact the labor services necessary to maintain a demesne. More. 
over, the political and military instability of the crusader states made trave| 
to and residence in the rural areas impractical and dangerous. For these rea- 
sons lords preferred to reside in the cities and live off the rents they collected 
from their lands in the country. Indeed, this situation, which was typical of 
the Latin East in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, became increasingly 
more common in Europe over time. 

The lack of demesne land and the shortage of labor also reduced the de- 
mand for corvée, or labor services required from the peasants by the lord, 
There is a parallel in colonization activities in eastern Europe. For German 
colonists in eastern and central Europe, labor services were exceptional, 
amounting to only a few days per year.* In fact, the first German colonists 
had no work to do for their lord. They paid little money to landowners and 
for the first ten to twenty years were entirely free from taxes.°* In much the 
same way, in the Crusader states labor services were for the most part also 
very light or non-existent, exacted only in very difficult and labor-intensive 
tasks, such as olive grove cultivation and sugarcane production. Rather than 
concluding that the crusaders conformed to the indigenous pattern of rents 
and services, it is equally plausible that the crusaders responded to the labor 
shortage and impracticability of living on their lands in a manner similar to 
that which their counterparts in Europe had begun to follow by the twelfth 
century and would increasingly follow in the next two centuries. 

As this paper has shown, much of the evidence for the survival of Mus- 
lim administration under crusader rule is fragmentary and scattered; conclu- 
sions must therefore remain tentative. Indeed, given the rudimentary 
knowledge of rural life in Islamic Syria and Palestine before the Crusades, it 
is difficult to establish an acceptable standard of comparison. As other schol- 
ars have observed, we must also be cautious about reading too much into 
brief descriptions and making broad generalizations from a singular refer- 
ence. I would argue, however, that given what we do know about crusader 
land tenure, a framework for further research may be established. In a com- 
pelling article presented at the University of Western Ontario, Riley-Smith 
discussed his personal views on the future of research on the origins of the 
First Crusade.°* He urged further study of the social and political environ- 
ment of eleventh century France and a return of crusader scholarship to the 
European mainstream. On the matter of the survival of Muslim taxation, | 
would second that call, for there too I believe a better understanding of the 
subject is to be found. 
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Edward of England and Abagha Il khan 


A REEXAMINATION OF A FAILED ATTEMPT 
AT MONGOL-FRANKISH COOPERATION 


REUVEN AMITAI 


I the spring of 1271, Edward, prince of England, landed in Palestine and 
soon sent an embassy to Abagha Ilkhan, Mongol ruler in Iran. It would 
appear that in his message, Edward suggested to Abagha that they would 
launch a concerted attack against their common enemy, the Mamluk sultan 
of Egypt and Syria. Although Abagha’s answer was enthusiastic, little was to 
come of this démarche. The actual force that the Ilkhan sent into north Syria 
was not large, and Edward wasted his strength on pointless raids in Pales- 
tine. This paper will attempt to reexamine this failure to cooperate in what 
was one of the few opportunities, if not the best, to effectively do so in the en- 
tire history of Mongol-Latin relations. One question that may be asked is, To 
whom do we ascribe the blame for this unfulfilled hope? Was it that Abagha 
was unable—or unwilling—to act more decisively, or that Edward did not 
respond appropriately to the initial Mongol advances, or was constrained 
from doing so? In my conclusions, I will try to bring back my discussion to 
the theme of this volume, tolerance and intolerance during the Crusades. 
Because the actual events themselves have been chronicled in some detail 
in previous scholarship,' I will limit myself to a brief rendition. Having wit- 
nessed the final stages of Louis IX’s debacle in Tunisia (1270), Prince Edward 
made his way to the Holy Land via Sicily and Cyprus, and arrived in Acre on 
May 9, 1271. Edward’s aims were certainly militant, and in spite of what ap- 
pears to have been a lack of similar feelings among the local Frankish lead- 
ers, he began making preparations for an offensive against the Muslims. His 
most important step was the dispatch of an embassy to Abagha Ilkhan, ruler 
of the Mongols in Iran. While Edward’s original letter has not come down to 
us, we do have at least the gist of Abagha’s reply: “After talking over the mat- 
ter, we have on our account resolved to send to your aid Cemakar at the head 
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of a mighty force; thus, when you discuss among yourselves the other plans 
involving the fore-mentioned Cemakar be sure to make explicit arrange. 
ments as to the exact month and day on which you will engage the enemy,”3 
Cemakar, of course, can be easily identified with Samaghar, the powerfy| 
Mongol commander in Anatolia at this time.* I might add that there is no ip- 
dication of whether Edward answered this letter, or in other words, whether 
he continued to pursue this policy of a joint campaign by actually attempting 
to coordinate the movement of troops. I will return to this point below. 

While waiting for Abagha’s response, Edward indulged in a chevauchée 
(raid) to the east, leading a column against Sieser (al-Shaghur) and St. 
George-de-Lebeyne (al-Bi‘na) in mid-July. Little came of this raid except a 
few burnt houses and crops and the Frankish troops’ many casualties from 
heat and food poisoning.’ This was certainly not an auspicious start to the 
English prince’s endeavors. 

When exactly Abagha’s letter, which was written in early September, 
reached Edward is unknown, but it seems likely that it arrived before the 
Mongol attack which it announced. Around mid-October 1271, a Mongol 
force raided north Syria. It was, however, eventually to withdraw with the 
approach of the Mamluk army; more will be said about this offensive 
shortly. Edward’s reaction to this news—as well as the performance of his 
troops—cannot by any stretch of the imagination be called impressive. On 
November 23, he headed south from Acre at the head of a column composed 
of his own forces (which had been somewhat reinforced since his previous 
raid), men of Acre, Cypriots, Templars, Hospitallers, and Teutonic Knights. 
In the region of Qaqun (Caco, in the Sharon plain), a group of Tiirkmen were 
surprised, many of them were supposedly killed and a large number of ani- 
mals were taken as booty. As for the local Mamluk garrison, one officer was 
killed and another one—of some importance (Baybars al-Jaliq)—was 
wounded, while the governor (Bajka al-‘Ala’i) was forced to temporarily 
withdraw from the fortified town.® With the approach of reinforcements 
from the Mamluk unit stationed at ‘Ayn Jalut, the Franks fell back towards 
Acre; some Franks were killed and many horses and mules perished, while a 
number of captured Tiirkmen were freed. 

This second campaign of Edward, whose goals were certainly very mod- 
est, was also not a spectacular achievement.’ But it was about as close to one 
as Edward was to have in his war against the Mamluks, and it was also the 
nearest thing to real Mongol-Frankish military coordination that was ever to 
be achieved, by Edward or any other Frankish leader.’ Could a more effec- 
tive joint campaign have been launched, and if so, who is responsible that it 
was not? 

It is first worth examining in greater detail the actual Mongol campaign 


j 
WA 








Edward of England and Abagha Ilkhan 77 


into north Syria. Initial reports of this attack reached Baybars at Damascus 
and spoke of Mongols raiding ‘Ayn Tab and moving on to ‘Amuq al-Harim, 
which they reached around 20 October 1271 (mid-Rabi’ 1 670). From there 
the Mongols continued on Harim and al-Ruj (to the west of Aleppo), killing 
many people. This information is originally found in the biography of Bay- 
bars written by his secretary Ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir, and is copied by several later 
writers, including Maqrizi, who is perhaps still the best-known Mamluk 
writer among historians of the Crusades.’ Another group of Mamluk histo- 
rians, mostly hailing from Syria, provide additional important information 
of this campaign. The Mongol expeditionary force was indeed led by Sam- 
aghar, as promised in the letter by Abagha cited above; these sources explic- 
itly state that the Ilkhan gave the order for this campaign. Samaghar was 
accompanied by the pervane, Mu’in al-Din Sulayman, the strongman of 
Seljuq Rum. The latter’s presence is not surprising, as the sources write that 
the force numbered 10,000 horsemen (i.e., a tiimen), composed of Mongols 
(al-mughul)'® and Rumis, i.e., the Turkish soldiery of the subservient Seljuq 
sultanate. This army reached as far as Mar‘ash (today in southeast Turkey), 
from whence an advance force of some 1,500 elite Mongol troops (min 
a‘yanihim, min akabir al-mughul, or just min al-mughul) was dispatched to 
reconnoiter and raid to the south.'! The report by this group of sources 
about the continued advance of this smaller force is similar, but slightly more 
detailed than that found in Ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir: the raiders reached ‘Ayn Tab 
and then went on to Qastun, in the region of al-Ruj. Between Antioch and 
Harim, they came across a group of Tiirkmen and inflicted great casualties 
upon them. With the approach of a Mamluk army under Baybars, this Mon- 
gol force retreated from Syria.'* By the time, a Mamluk strike force reached 
Mar‘ash (at an unknown date), the larger Mongol force had also with- 
drawn." It may be noted that the Syrian Tiirkmen appear to be the greatest 
victims of this so-called Frankish-Mongol campaign. 

Before J examine the possible reasons for a lack of a more substantial 
Mongol response to Edward’s overtures, the record can be set straight on one 
minor point, but one perhaps not without interest. The second report cited 
above is often summarized by modern writers, but almost invariably they ex- 
plicitly state that the entire force numbering 10,000 men invaded Syria. 
There is, then, no mention by these twentieth-century historians that only a 
smaller, albeit elite, force actually penetrated into Mamluk territory.'* This 
omission, however, is perhaps unjustified, given that two earlier historians, 
the early nineteenth-century savant D’Ohsson and in his wake Grousset, give 
a good rendition of this report, including the detail in question." 

Would we be correct in attributing the failure of the nascent Mongolian- 
Frankish cooperation to the small size of the Mongol expeditionary force? 
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Before I answer that question, it should be clear that whatever the extent of 
this force, this was apparently a deliberate choice by Abagha, and he was not 
constrained by his preoccupations in other matters, particularly fighting on 
other fronts of his extensive kingdom. There is no reason to accept the sug- 
gestion made by a number of scholars, starting with Grousset, that Abagha 
was unable to send a larger force to aid Edward because he was busy on the 
Chaghatayid front in the east.'¢ In fact, the war with Baraq in Khurasan had 
been successfully concluded by Abagha in the previous year (1270), and his 
own campaign into Transoxania was over the winter of 1272-73." Perhaps, 
the basis of this mistaken assertion is the information regarding a letter from 
Abagha brought to Edward in 1277, in which he apologized for the inade- 
quate assistance earlier offered to the English prince.'* It would appear, then, 
that some modern scholars have read into this apology more than was actu- 
ally there. 

On the other hand, in this last-mentioned letter Abagha had felt the need 
to express some contrition if not explicitly to justify himself. It appears then 
that in retrospect, at least, he believed that he could have done more to turn 
the negotiations for the joint campaign into a reality. What kept him from 
doing so in 1271? As mentioned above, things were quiet on the eastern 
(Chaghatayid) front. To the north, on the border with the Golden Horde, 
there was also a hiatus in hostilities. A perusal of the Persian sources ema- 
nating from the Ilkhanate does not indicate any major matters, strategic or 
political, that seem to have weighed heavily on shoulders of the Ilkhan at this 
time.!? So we are left with the tentative conclusion that we have before us a 
strategic decision on Abagha’s part to send a force of such-and-such size at 
this juncture. Unfortunately, but not surprisingly, the deliberations of 
Abagha and his advisors in this matter (and many others) have not come 
down to us. We have no choice, therefore, but to speculate on his reasoning 
in this case. 

A couple of preliminary points should first be made. First, it is clear that 
Abagha had a long-standing desire to effect an alliance with the West against 
the Mamluks. This is evidenced, inter alia, by the many missions that he sent 
to Europe to drum up support for a joint campaign.”° Secondly, a corps of 
10,000 horsemen, while representing only part of the entire IIkhanid army, 
was a not insignificant force by the standard of the time.”! By way of com- 
parison, the Mongol army that fought at ‘Ayn Jalut in 1260 numbered in the 
neighborhood of 10,000 (or perhaps slightly more),22 while the Mongol 
army that gave Baybars so much trouble at Abulustayn in 1277 was com- 
posed of only 11,000 Mongol horsemen and 3,000 Georgian troops.*} With 
these points in mind, I would suggest that there was a certain logic in 
Abagha’s decision to send at this stage only one corps of 10,000 to the Syrian 
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frontier. There had been some preliminary negotiations with Edward, and 
these had augured well, but up to now there had been no effective Frankish 
response to several Ilkhanid calls for help, starting with that of Hiilegii in 
1262.74 By accepting Edward’s proposal for a joint campaign, the Mongols 
were in a sense “buying a pig in a poke.” How were they to know ahead of 
time of the extent and nature of the Frankish expedition, assuming that one 
would be made? It made perfect sense for Abagha to send at this time a 
medium-size probing force, from which a component of particularly good 
troops would detach itself and move forward, in order to test both the re- 
sponse of the Mamluks and, no less important, the actions of the Franks. If 
the latter had evinced some sign of effecting a joint campaign, then the main 
force would have been poised to enter Syria. Although Abagha himself in ret- 
rospect may have regretted his decision, it appears that at the time this was a 
particularly wise move. Given the character of the actual performance of Ed- 
ward and his troops, the modern historian would not go amiss in giving 
Abagha high marks for his thinking. 

Edward’s second campaign has already been discussed in some detail, 
and the inescapable conclusion that can be drawn is that even had it been 
successful, the Franks would have gained little except for some local tactical 
advantage; it certainly would have had little effect on developments in north 
Syria. Had the Franks taken Qaqun, they might have attenuated Baybars’ 
communications with Egypt, but reinforcements could still have come from 
that direction, simply by traveling further to the east. What should Edward 
have done? Following Professor Riley-Smith, it would appear that in theory 
the total force that Edward had at his disposal was not an insignificant one.”> 
Personally, I would be wary of attempting an exact quantification, but Lock- 
hart has written that he commanded 7,000 troops.’* It could be suggested 
then that the options open to Edward were not limited to an attack against a 
minor, albeit fortified, center to the south, even if his goal was its conquest 
and occupation. It is interesting to note that Baybars himself, in a letter that 
he wrote from Syria to the emirs in Egypt just previous to the Mongol attack 
in north Syria, writes that it had been learned (probably via his intelligence 
network) that the Franks were preparing ladders and were expected to strike 
at Safad.*”? Whether the force at Edward’s disposal could have launched and 
persevered in a siege of that fort remains an open question, although it ap- 
pears that the Mamluk leadership thought them capable of giving it a try. 

This option, however, does not exhaust the strategic possibilities open 
to Edward. One certainly bold, but potentially decisive, move would have 
been to strike to the north, and to attempt a truly joint campaign with the 
Mongols, either as one body or in a two-pronged attack against Baybars and 
the Mamluk forces at his disposal. Such a plan offered a number of advan- 
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tages: first, Baybars had only part of the entire Mamluk army under his 
command in north Syria; second, in principle, Edward could have picked up 
on his way north the troops of the military orders and Syrian towns, espe- 
cially Tripoli; third, a move to the north, coordinated with the Mongols, 
would have brought into play at least the main part of the corps at Mar‘ash, 
and perhaps other Mongol detachments in the area.”* In any event, Edward’s 
army and the 10,000 Mongol horsemen was certainly a force to be reckoned 
with, and Baybars would have been hard pressed had he met them on the 
open battlefield. 

There are, however, reasons that would have argued against such a strat- 
egy. Foremost, it would have necessitated exact coordination with the Mon- 
gols. As it is, we have no evidence that Edward responded to Abagha’s 
request for precise details of his movements. In fact, one wonders whether 
Edward would even have had time to make an effective diplomatic response: 
after all, Abagha’s letter was written in early September, and less than a 
month and a half later, the Mongol raiders were in north Syria. In addition, 
and perhaps no less important, an offensive of this type would have required 
troops possessing large degrees of willpower, stamina, and fighting ability. If 
the two chevauchées of Edward are anything to go by, there is little evidence 
that these traits were held in large abundance by the majority of the troops at 
Edward’s disposal. The prince may well have known this and planned ac- 
cordingly. Whether Edward himself was up to the task is another, difficult 
question, which can be left for those better qualified to answer.”? 

What then was Edward’s objective in attacking Qaqun? Perhaps he 
thought it would be an easy win with Baybars preoccupied up north, and 
thus it would improve morale and increase his standing among the various 
factions in Outremer. It appears that Edward was realistic enough to under- 
stand that he was unable to launch a serious offensive, even in conjuncture 
with the Mongols. I might speculate that it was possible that he was waiting 
for them to send a larger force that would do the actual job of destroying the 
Mamluks, and he then would be in position to pick up the pieces. If so, this is 
reminiscent of at least some of the opinions expressed by Frankish leaders in 
Acre before the battle of ‘Ayn Jalut.*° However, the poor performance of his 
troops against a small Mamluk force at Qaqun, his growing disgust with the 
political reality of Outremer (including the conclusion of a treaty between 
the kingdom of Jerusalem and Baybars in May 1272), let alone the assassi- 
nation attempt inspired by Baybars, combined to convince him not to wait 
around for the possibility of another, larger Mongol offensive that might 
lead to the desired results. He departed the Holy Land on September 24, 
1272, just two months before another Mongol attack upon Syria, this time a 
large-scale attack on the border fortress of al-Bira, which probably was in- 
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tended as a prelude to a massive offensive into Syria proper.*! Had Edward 
remained, one could speculate on the effects of some type of Mongol- 
Frankish coordination on Baybars’ ultimately successful efforts to frustrate 
this siege. The possibilities are intriguing: but, of course, all conclusions re- 
main unprovable. 

I must, then, express my lack of agreement with Rohricht, who places 
the weight of blame for the failure of the joint campaign squarely on 
Abagha’s shoulders when he writes: “In reality that which most irritated [Ed- 
ward] was that Mongols had completely abandoned him.” *? The textual 
foundation of this statement is unclear, and, as my discussion here indicates, 
there appears little basis for such supposition. Edward, who had done little 
to live up to his side of the nascent bargain, had no right to express irritation. 
On the other hand, while Abagha may have expressed some remorse in his 
letter of 1277 for not doing everything he could to bring the project to 
fruition, at least he did something, and I have attempted to show that his ac- 
tions could have been of some significance if there had been a proper Frank- 
ish response. It is for this reason that I also cannot accept the assertions of 
Boyle and Prawer, that the attempt at a coordinated Frankish-Mongol oper- 
ation was doomed from the start.*? To reiterate: the principal responsibility 
for this failed campaign must be laid at the doorstep of the Franks, both be- 
cause of Edward’s faulty strategic thinking and because of the inability of the 
Frankish troops to effect a serious campaign. 

It has recently been suggested that “it is perhaps expecting rather a lot of 
[Abagha] to have been ready to mount a major expedition to Syria the fol- 
lowing spring [1.e., after the campaign against Baraq in the summer of 1270]. 
Although it was technically an opportunity missed, Abaqa’s failure to take 
advantage of Edward’s presence shows partly the debilitating effects of fight- 
ing on several fronts.” ** The point is certainly well taken, but I would now 
suggest that even 10,000 horsemen was a respectable force, although from a 
Mongol point of view it would not have hurt matters to have a few more 
troops in the vicinity. Since the onus of responsibility for this failed operation 
is now placed more firmly on the shoulders of the Franks, and Edward in 
particular, it was not perhaps as important as previously thought (including 
by myself) that the bulk of the IIkhanid army did not play a role in the events 
of 1271 in Syria. 

How does all of this relate the theme of the present volume: toleration in 
the time of the Crusades? In the realm of international relations, at least, it 
seems that in the early 1270s most participants were, in the long run as well 
as often in the short term, not interested in finding a modus vivendi with their 
traditional adversaries. It is true that the negotiations between Edward and 
Abagha were an important step in the rapprochement between the Mongols 
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of Iran and the Latin west. Both sides got to know each other a little bette, 
and gradually the haughty rhetoric and the unrealistic demands were mn 
chewed. As we have seen, however, nothing of substance was to come of 
these relations—and, for that matter, from later attempts at communica. 
tions. In other spheres, even this small extent of understanding and accept. 
ance did not bear fruit. The Mongol-Mamluk war continued unabated 
although, as one commentator has recently written, it did at times only 
“simmer.” 35 Edward was certainly not a proponent of peaceful coexistenc, 
with his newly found Mamluk neighbors, although as we have seen, he was 
unable to realize his aspirations. Perhaps some of the leadership of Outreme, 
would have been happy to maintain the status quo. This perhaps was the 
best that they could hope for. Their own participation in Edward’s raids, let 
alone agreement—perhaps only passive—to his attempts to reach an accord 
with the Mongols, did little to further that goal. While Baybars was soon to 
conclude a treaty for ten years and ten months with the kingdom of 
Jerusalem, this was only an expedient move so that he could be in a better 
position to deal with the Mongols. As I have suggested elsewhere, even at 
this time the long term goal of the Mamluks was the eradication of the cru- 
sading entity,** and this was just postponed until a more propitious time. In 
fact, I would argue that this entire episode, which brought no tangible results 
to the Franks, was in the long run to contribute to their fall. The Mamluks 
were aware that the Mongol and Frankish raids were the result of some type 
of agreement.*” This knowledge might well have strengthened their long- 
term resolve to preempt the possibility of Mongol-Frankish cooperation by 
eliminating the Frankish entity. All in all, little toleration was to result from 
Edward’s visit to the Holy Land. 
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L 1221, at the siege of Damietta during the Fifth Crusade, a rumor swept 
through the crusader camp that an army in the East had soundly defeated 
a large Muslim host and was advancing on the Holy Land to assist the cru- 
saders in recapturing Jerusalem.! Nearly four and half centuries later, during 
the protectorate of Oliver Cromwell, the London Gazette reported that an 
army in the East had just soundly defeated a large Muslim host, and was ad- 
vancing on the Holy Land to assist Christendom in recapturing Jerusalem.” 
Both armies were borne of rumor and prophecy, and both were fictitious 
constructs. The former was supposed to be an army of Prester John—the 
Christian king of the East whose coming was to bring a new day. Prester 
John was powerful, wealthy, and on the verge of overthrowing those Mus- 
lims who had run roughshod over crusading armies of the West for over 120 
years.’ The second army was supposed to be the army of Jeroboam of Aden, 
whose Biblical namesake had been granted dominion over ten of the twelve 
tribes of Israel—and whose return was to bring a new day.* He, too, was 
powerful and on the verge of overthrowing the Ottomans, the same polity 
with which much of the West had been fighting for over two centuries. The 
difference was that, unlike the first army, the second army was not comprised 
of eastern Christians but, rather, of Eastern Jews: members of those lost 
tribes whose “gathering in” had been predicted in both Jewish and Christian 
apocalyptic texts. 

It would be easy to dismiss both the thirteenth century and the seven- 
teenth century rumors of these Eastern armies as fanciful pieces of crusading 
marginalia. Yet while Prester John existed no more than did monstrous 
races, much of Western extra-European diplomatic activity in the late thir- 
teenth, fourteenth, fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries was predicated on 
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a belief in his existence and in the existence of his kingdom.° Likewise, the 
army of the Eastern Jews proved to be far more than a single, casual refer. 
ence of interest only to the most rabid of Protestant chiliasts. For while some 
millennialists wrote extensively of the role of the Jews in bringing about the 
eschaton, stories of Jewish armies threatening Muslim power (directly paral- 
leling the Prester John mythologies) appear in Christian circles, well before 
the Reformation and its Puritan millennial by-products. And it is these re- 
ports that provide the focus of this study. 

Most discussions of Judaism and Jews within a crusading context have 
heretofore focused on the pogroms of the First Crusade, the collection of cru- 
sading taxes from European Jewry, or the treatment of Jews in the Latin East 
or in Reconquista Spain.® In each of these cases, the Jews under discussion 
were treated as a people under siege and under attack: social outcasts, perse- 
cuted for their faith and their way of life. The Jews under consideration here, 
as fictitious as they might have been, are of a very different breed, and their 
treatment at the hands of Christian writers, clerics, and monarchs is of a 
markedly different tone. Nowhere do we find them condemned as foul, grov- 
eling beings. Nor are they held up for ridicule. Rather, they are portrayed as 
brave, powerful, and well organized. But why should an army of Jews, mem- 
bers of a race subject to great persecution in Europe, be treated with such re- 
spect? Were they any more or less credible as allies than the Mongols or the 
Ethiopians, about whom so much had been written and in whom so much 
expectation had been placed? And why were such stories given the level of 
credibility that would make them a subject for continued reportage in offi- 
cial circles in Cromwell’s Britain? 

The Christian belief in the existence of Jews dwelling in the Indies origi- 
nated in the same text that refers first to Christians living in the Indies: the 
Acts of Thomas, where the apostle’s first convert was a girl who was “a He- 
brew by race.” ” Thus, as the West learned that there might well be Christians 
dwelling in the East from at least apostolic times, so too did they learn of the 
Jews. And just as Eastern Christians became embedded in Christian geo- 
graphical mythology, so too did Eastern Jews—most often identified with the 
so-called “lost” ten tribes of Israel, whose return was prophesied in Isaiah 
and Jeremiah.’ The Christian canon continues the story of the exiled Jews, 
whose return came to be seen as a necessary feature of the eschaton.’ 

Throughout the Middle Ages the fate of the ten tribes came to have great 
geopolitical significance for both the Jewish and Christian communities. If 
they were, in fact, dwelling somewhere in Inner Asia, as the ninth century 
Jewish traveler Eldad ha-Dani claimed and as the twelfth century letter of 
Prester John described, then somewhere in the East there was a Jewish 
polity.!? This conclusion is significant, because earlier Christian commenta- 
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tors and polemicists had long denied the existence of such an entity, ignoring, 
for example, the Jewish Khazars of the eighth and ninth century—known to 
Muslim and Jewish authors but described by Christians as a people without 
a known faith.'! As far as Christians were concerned, Eldad’s claims were 
quite fanciful. A distant polity of Jews was a source of both hope and wonder 
for Western Jews, but also, perhaps, a cause of some concern for the Western 
Christians. Otto of Freising, the Christian chronicler who first used the name 
“Prester John” and described his Eastern victories, also wrote of many Jews 
dwelling near the Caspian Sea who were expected to burst forth in the last 
days.'* While not expressly calling them Ezekial’s Gog and Magog, as God- 
frey of Viterbo did,'* Otto noted that these Eastern Jews were cause for 
Christian concern: a concern that manifested itself notably at the time of the 
initial Mongol invasion of eastern Europe in 1240/1241.'* Matthew Paris in 
his Chronica Majora speculated that the Tartars were those “of the ten tribes 
who, having forsaken the Mosaic law, followed after the golden calves, and 
whom Alexander the Macedonian endeavored at first to shut up in the 
rugged mountains of the Caucasus... There arises, however, a doubt 
whether the Tartars now coming from there really be they, for they do not 
use the Hebrew tongue, neither do they know the laws of Moses.” '% 

This is a rather telling passage. The new force might possibly be Jews or, 
at least, Judaic. Yet they did not speak Hebrew, nor did they follow halakha, 
Jewish law. In other words, they did not conform to Matthew Paris’s notions 
of what a Jew is supposed to be, which, at a time when Jews were subject to 
increasingly harsh treatment in England, was not surprising.'® Furthermore, 
they were clearly fierce and powerful, traits not generally attributed to Jews 
by medieval Christian commentators. The passage might have simply been 
pure polemic on Matthew’s part, aimed at instilling fear in his English Chris- 
tian readership, but the fact that he distances himself from any claims to cer- 
tainty casts some doubt on such an interpretation. 

Matthew’s rather distressing account of the ferocity of the Mongols 
(Jews or not) became a rather passé view in the Latin West by the early 
1250s, when diplomacy with Mongol Eurasia began in earnest.'” Gradually, 
by the 1280s the Mongols came to be seen as potentially valuable allies."® 

The Mongol polity came and went, but Western interest in forming some 
type of profitable crusading relationship with a powerful Eastern polity con- 
tinued throughout the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. At the end of the 
fifteenth century, it was the Portuguese who most vociferously maintained 
both the search for such potential allies, along with a crusading desire to re- 
capture Jerusalem.'? Their voyages down the western coast of Africa, 
deemed crusades by the papacy, were couched in crusading language by 
royal chroniclers who also denoted the desire of the Portuguese crown to 
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make contact with potential allies, believed to live somewhere in Africa o, 
beyond.?° Yet, when Vasco da Gama reached India, the Christian community 
he found there was hardly that of Prester John. Small and without a state of 
its own, the Thomas Christians were able to advance Portuguese regiona| 
goals only on the most limited scale.”! 

But Ethiopia still retained a certain allure—and its Christian king, now 
granted the title Prester John by Western observers and courts, was still 
sought after as a potentially important ally.** King Manuel I of Portugal, 
who had his own messianic pretensions as a crusader at the beginning of the 
sixteenth century, looked at Ethiopia’s strategic position at the mouth of the 
Red Sea as critical in his own, personal designs to recapture the Holy Land. 
Yet, it gradually became clear that Ethiopia was not especially strong mili- 
tarily, nor was its Christianity of a brand that was thoroughly palatable to a 
Roman Church embroiled in its own reassertion of Orthodoxy.” In essence, 
the power of Prester John—the great king of the East—had been greatly re- 
duced as his geographical locus came to be understood and mastered by the 
West. Familiarity bred contempt.” However, the rise of the Ottomans and 
their conquest of Palestine, Egypt, and North Africa made contact with an 
ally who had ready access to Muslim lands desirable. And into this void, cre- 
ated by decreasing Portuguese interest in Prester John and his rather weak 
and unorthodox empire, came David ha-Reuveni. 

Claiming to represent a Jewish nation in the East whose troops were 
massing for an assault on Islam, David ha-Reuveni appeared in the West in 
1523 and for the next seven years traveled throughout Europe seeking papal 
and royal backing for a joint Jewish-Christian military campaign against the 
Turks. His broad scheme was to convince Pope Clement VII to broker a 
peace between France and the Empire, which then, in conjunction with the 
Ethiopians and the Jewish army, would conquer the Holy Land. Scholars 
have debated the origins and sincerity of Reuveni for many years.?’ Reuveni’s 
actual origin was in many ways no more important than was the origin of the 
very first “Prester John,” who appeared at the papal court in 1122. What is 
striking is that he was given such serious attention in Christian circles. 
Reuveni’s proposal, with its claims of a massing Jewish army, ran counter to 
the commonly held belief that no Jews were living under their own domin- 
ion. The pope, while admitting that a peace between France and the Empire 
was unlikely, did recommend Reuveni to Joao III of Portugal. Reuveni spent 
nearly two years in Portugal. When it was felt that he was attempting to re- 
convert conversos to Judaism, he was expelled, but only after he had been 
treated with great ceremony as a legitimate Eastern ambassador. 

Eventually, Reuveni’s claims and, more importantly, his preaching 
aroused imperial ire, and he was imprisoned, dying in Spain in 1538. But his 
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exploits had lasting consequences. Here was a Jew whose actions and claims 
to power both intrigued and dismayed the Latin West. His claims about a 
Jewish army and polity were taken quite seriously, and it was only the fact 
that he seemed to wish to bring converted Jews back into the fold and em- 
power them that drove him into the hands of the Inquisition. The prophetic 
strain in his words and in the idea of a Jewish army at the gates of Mecca or 
Jerusalem was not lost on either his Jewish audiences or the Christians who 
heard of his claims, or who read of his exploits, through Latin and vernacu- 
lar accounts. It should not, thus, be surprising that millennialists and millen- 
nialism, heightened in both communities in the seventeenth century, should 
have looked to Reuveni’s claims of a Jewish army awaiting the word to strike 
at the heart of Islam as an important point of reference for their own beliefs. 

The mid-seventeenth century was a time of greatly heightened eschato- 
logical expectations. Preachers of many radical Protestant stripes in Holland 
and England, but also Catholic millennialists in France and Portugal, pub- 
lished extensive exegeses on the ten tribes, their imminent return, and, in 
most cases, their imminent conversion.?* Jews were, for most millennial 
thinkers, crucial participants in the eschaton, as 4 Esdras (2 Esdras), Revela- 
tion, and, of course, the biblical prophets had foretold. While some saw the 
Jews being converted and led to the Holy Land by a temporal Christian 
monarch, other millennialists described how the tribes would return of their 
own volition and overthrow the Turks, converting once Jerusalem was 
taken. Correspondence, attributed in 1665 to the English Puritan Nathaniel 
Homes and the Dutch preacher Peter Serrarius, notes the arrival of news that 
Mecca itself was under siege “by Israelites, who appear in great numbers, 
and are said to be sent by the Ten Tribes.” ?? Likewise, an anonymous letter 
“from Aberdeen,” also published in 1665, noted the arrival (or so it was 
claimed) of a ship filled with Hebrew-speaking sailors, who carried news 
that there were 160,000 Jews gathered in Arabia who had slaughtered Turks 
in great numbers.*° Reports from Italy went so far as to say that all caravan 
traffic to Mecca had halted because of the fighting.*! 

These texts could be dismissed as purely fanciful and without any 
broader significance to Western attitudes. Yet similar stories find their way 
into official or semiofficial documents, and of these we must take some no- 
tice. In September 1665, for example, the Royalist Sir George Rawdon wrote 
from Lisburne in Ireland to his patron, Viscount Conway, noting that “We 
hear many strange stories of the Jews marching to Jerusalem, and are in great 
expectation of good news from the fleet.” ** Rawdon, a supporter of Charles 
II, was no millennialist. Likewise, we find that almanacs written in late 1665 
for use in 1666 speak of similar rumors.*? It is, in fact, in late 1665 that Jew- 
ish communities in the West first begin to hear tell of the rise of the pseudo- 
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messiah Sabbatai Sevi.*4 Philo-Semites among the Christian millennialists, 
such as Serrarius, clearly became aware of Sabbateanism and took up Sab- 
batai’s cause with great fervor.*> But the Sabbatean movement was a pacifist 
endeavor. It was Christian rather than Jewish sources that most clearly spoke 
of Jewish armies, and it was such detailed reports on this theme that made 
their way into the London Gazette in early 1666.* The official Gazette re- 
ported in late January 1666 the formation of a military alliance between 
Jews and Arabs in Arabia under the leadership of one Jeroboam of Aden.” 
Jeroboam was a name that would have invoked a specific biblical memory of 
one who had been chosen to lead the ten tribes—but who had himself gone 
astray. The story, as followed by the Gazette through February and March, 
related how this joint Semitic army conquered Mecca and Medina, and was 
marching toward the Holy Land, having destroyed Muhammed’s tomb.** By 
the end of March, the story was finally declared a falsehood, and soon after- 
ward Sabbatai Sevi himself converted to Islam at the Ottoman court.*’ The 
very fact that such a story existed is noteworthy, particularly its image of a 
powerful Jewish army being able to accomplish militarily what Christians 
had not—the destruction of Islam’s holiest of cities. These “Jews” clearly fit 
the pattern of earlier potential allies such as the Mongols and Ethiopians. 
This strong army of united Jewish tribes, whose coming was prophesied, was 
from a land (here identified as the Hejaz) unseen by all but a few Western 
eyes. English Puritan chiliasts linked the Jews to a spiritual purity denied the 
rest of the corrupt world. Feeling besieged after Cromwell’s rise to power, 
many of the radicals hoped the Jewish army would supply the means neces- 
sary for the armies of the apocalypse to defeat the Antichrist and his minions. 
These ideas, as we know, came quickly to be marginalized, both in English 
and Continental thought, and less millennially inclined Protestantism came 
to the fore. No longer did states actively seek out allies for war from among 
the unexplored reaches of the globe. 

As this global conception of Christendom fell out of favor during the En- 
lightenment, it was replaced with the more humanistic notion of “civiliza- 
tion.” If allies or models for Christian behavior were no longer to become the 
subject for any serious search, there were still those who felt that there might 
be hidden “civilized” races or polities, whose standards of living, codes of 
behavior, and general cultural sophistication would not only be of service to 
the larger civilizing mission but would also serve as a cautionary reminder to 
the West not to abandon Enlightenment ideals. 

Why should this be so? Why Jews? And why such power? Several an- 
swers, taken together, might shed some light on this phenomenon. The first 
concerns what could be called the “power” of geographical distance. Part of 
what endowed these Jews with their power was the very fact that they lived 
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afar. As the anthropologist Mary Helms has demonstrated, most cultures 
imbue a special aura or magic or romance to peoples and travelers from un- 
known lands.*° By the middle of the sixteenth century, and certainly by the 
middle of the seventeenth, Western geographical knowledge about the earth 
and its peoples was ever increasing. New peoples and new lands were being 
discovered by the West, and old frameworks for understanding the earth 
were being reevaluated. The Bible, after all, did not mention the American 
Indians or the continents upon which they lived. Yet, with millennial expec- 
tation rising, biblical prophecies could not simply be ignored. The ten tribes 
were a necessary ingredient for the eschaton. If they were not found among 
the newly discovered places or peoples (and, indeed, some thought the Amer- 
ican Indians to be from the tribes), they were still needed.*! Thus, to create 
Jews in the very heart of Dar al-Islam was to place them where Christian eyes 
and Christian explorers had not yet gone. Once located there, they must be 
granted a power that would accord with Western concepts of “large tribes”: 
theirs would be a unified military power at a time when military might and 
national unity was coming to determine political supremacy in Europe. Add 
to the fact that, like the Mongols and Ethiopians before them, these Jews 
were seen as convertible, Christian prophecy would thus be fulfilled. It was 
only when David Reuveni began to reconvert converted Jews, or when Sab- 
batai Sevi himself converted to Islam, thus acting contrary to prophecy, that 
Christian support and interest waned. Only in a world where the forces of 
evil would be overcome by mysterious, unexplainable (but, in the end, con- 
vertible) powers of good would the failings of the medieval crusaders be fi- 
nally and permanently erased in both the Heavenly and the Earthly 
Jerusalem. 
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Images of Tolerance and Intolerance in 
Cypriot Historical Writings Between the 
Thirteenth and Sixteenth Centuries 


ANNETTA ILIEVA 


Wi I took to writing this paper, my first thoughts, as a historian of 
Frankish Greece and Cyprus, did not differ much from a well- 


known dictum: the opposition between the relative tolerance of second- and 
third-generation Crusaders and the intolerance of newcomers from the West 
is a theme common to all the Latin states in Outremer (the East).! But being 
plagued by the imagologie fashion, I moved away from reality with ease; it 
seemed much more interesting to look at how the approaches of tolerance 
and intolerance were viewed in an Outremer society where confrontation 
had long been the order of the day. 

Thus, plunging into the realm of mentalities, we have immediately to 
admit that approval or denial of tolerance goes hand in hand with verbalized 
expressions of identity. Exclusive identities, both individual and collective, 
are less likely to tolerate the otherness; a group with an exclusive identity and 
a supreme position in society can become the exponent of violence and en- 
force its identity upon the less well placed individuals or even groups. An ex- 
ternal frontier can be another frequent catalyst of behavioral extremities. In 
the age of the Crusades, exclusiveness and frontierness blended in a unique 
amalgam: Western patterns of behavior were tested and implanted in the eth- 
nically, linguistically, and religiously alien environment of the partes ultra- 
marinae. It was not only the Saracens. Despite a somewhat more favorable 
view towards Jacobites and Armenians, the native Christians of Outremer 
were regarded as second-class citizens.2 The paradigm of language—Latin 
and eventually Old French—and Christian religion were most insistently put 
to work as agents of denigrating differentiation with regard to the Greeks. 
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Generally speaking, an intolerant approach was backed by the exclusive 
Frankish identity and grounded in the psychology of Christianity: pride, coy. 
etousness, anger, and envy were deadly sins demanding strong action even 
against one’s own kind. 

Viewed from this perspective, Frankish Cyprus certainly invites investi. 
gation. The island is a holy place related to the cornerstones of Christianity, 
Besides, “the dominant fact which has affected Cypriot history from antig- 
uity to the present day [is] its frontier status.” > With its conquest by a cru- 
sading Western king in 1191 and the subsequent colonization from Latin 
Syria, Cyprus was incorporated within the larger frontier of the Crusading 
States in Outremer. When in 1291 all positions in the Holy Land had been 
lost, the island became the outpost of Christianity against the miscreant 
Saracens. The disaster of 1426 tipped the balance in this single stand to the 
“sultan [of Cairo].”4 By the end of the century, Venice was the full master of 
the island but not for long: some two months before their crushing defeat at 
Lepanto (October 7, 1571), the Ottomans were in total control of Cyprus. 

The inner development of Cypriot society under the Lusignans followed 
those transformations. To quote Jean Richard, the thirteenth century seems 
above all a time of “juxtaposition of cultures and inhabitants who live a par- 
allel life.” ° By the mid-fourteenth century the ruling Frankish elite was still 
extremely corporate, but the following one hundred years witnessed its de- 
cline and assimilation.® The “old order dominated by a French crusader no- 
bility and a Catholic hierarchy gave way to a cosmopolitan Mediterranean 
society” represented by James II (1464-73), the last effective Lusignan king.’ 
The Venetokratia in turn incorporated Cyprus in the colonial empire of the 
Serenissima. 

Since all authors to be discussed below were in one way or another in the 
service of the governing regime, the evolution of Cypriot historical writing 
under the Latins underwent the same general changes. It was fathered as Old 
French prose writing by Ernoul (after 1197?), then acquired a Greek dis- 
course with Leontios Machairas and George Boustronios (the middle and 
second half of the fifteenth century), and finally, in the sixteenth century, pro- 
duced either plain translations from a Greek original, as in Diomede Stram- 
baldi’s chronicle, or works deriving material from Greek sources, as in the 
Historia by Florio Bustron (1580). For the time being, I shall leave aside the 
latter’s works as having been written under unique, post-Latin circum- 
stances. At the same time, the authors of the first period ending in 1320-25 
will now be treated only briefly, since I have dealt with them from the same 
perspective and in detail elsewhere.® 

Some twenty years ago Margaret Ruth Morgan was the first to suggest 
Ernoul’s Cypriot connection, identifying him with Arneis of Jubail. She saw 
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Ernoul as a layman—a Poulain (trainee) squire of Balian II Ibelin, who had 
been firmly established in Cyprus in the late 1220s and early 1230s. In his 
now lost Holy Land chronicle (covering the period ca. 1100-977), he fo- 
cused on the Hattin disaster and its background. Ernoul himself was not a 
continuator of William of Tyre, but all other compilers of the “Eracles” tra- 
dition drew on his chronicle, mostly indirectly.’ Shortly before ca. 1280, a 
Cypriot text (d,) of the second quarter of the same century and quite close to 
Ernoul’s chronicle was used, together with an “Eracles” covering the period 
for the year 1275, by another Cypriot poulain (a Frank born in the East) to 
produce the most important account of the years 1184-97.'° The result was 
a redaction (d) now surviving in a single manuscript: MS 828 of the City Li- 
brary of Lyon reaching to the year 1284. Around 1290 (d,) served as a model 
to the last, abridged Outremer compilation, which stopped at the end of 
1277 and is now preserved only in MS Plu. LXI .10 of the Bibl. Med. Lau- 
rentiana in Florence (Fi). 

The Lyon and Florence “Eracles” make a clear distinction between 
Frans and Franceis and are quite sure when exactly to use them. On the other 
hand, both texts not only abound in Griffons but even consider them worse 
than the felons Sarrazins. It is in the narrative on the Latin conquest of 
Cyprus that the somewhat earlier (d) demonstrates a strong religious element 
by opposing “les Griffons de Chypre” to the Latin Christians of Roman law. 
Thus, from the local perspective it was not the French in Cyprus but the 
Latin Christian Franks, already viewed as a Cypriot race of their own, the 
“gens de Chypre,” who stood against the Griffons/Greeks. 

Obviously, Frankish historical writing in Cyprus emerged as initially 
embedded in the patterns of Outremer Poulain tradition established by 
William of Tyre. What Ernoul introduced was a strengthened dislike of Eu- 
ropean crusaders, Ibelin intolerance—openly persistent until at least the 
middle of the thirteenth century, and a strongly expressed Griffon stigma, 
possibly Cypriot born. Redaction (d) preserved Ernoul’s preoccupations, but 
by 1275 the Ibelin connection was more a reflection of the earlier model than 
a contemporary imperative. 

Philip of Novara, who around the middle of the thirteenth century first 
took to writing nearly contemporary Cypriot history, was to establish a 
strong, at times denigrating (“griffonized”) sentiment against Frederick II 
that was still topical in the 1320s. His Ibelin partisanship nourished the 
“gens de Chypre” theme, in which the Griffon convention of the conquest 
did not matter any more. 

About 1320-25, in the so-called “Gestes des Chiprois,” the Poulain 
Templar of Tyre preserved the “Eracles” outlook on the earlier crusades, but 
the Third Crusade (i.e., the conquest) was no longer that important to him; it 
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was the post-1291 settlement that troubled his mind. In historically appro. 
priating Cyprus (“le plus aize pais”) as Frankish, he challenged Greek 
Cypriot awareness with a new, peace-mongering attitude. It was Leontios 
Machairas who coined the answer in the first chronicle of the Lusignan dy- 
nasty in Cyprus. 

A number of qualifications are mandatory before any discussion of 
Machairas’s chronicle is launched. First, the textual and chronological rela- 
tionship among the three manuscripts containing its versions is yet to be de- 
termined; what is beyond doubt is that the “personal and group identity” of 
the compiler of the Venice text (or V) bearing Machairas’s name “was that of 
a Greek Orthodox.” !! Second, it is not at all clear how precisely the Exegesis 
relates to the so-called “Chronique d’Amadi” in Italian, having been in the 
possession of Francesco Amadi (d. 1566, in Venice) and itself a basic source 
of Bustron’s Historia for the fourteenth century. It seems, however, that the 
“Chronique,” ending in 1441 but preserving fresh the historical tradition of 
the first stage, drew on the same sources, French and Greek, as Machairas 
himself. 

Finally, by the time when Machairas took to writing his work, another 
group with exclusive identity had had its decisive say in the history of 
Cyprus: the Genoese. A negative differentiation between French and Italians 
appears as early as Ernoul’s epigones: “the French .. . knights—the Italians 
. .. usurers or pirates or merchants or sailors.” '!? The Genoese, however, had 
served the first Lusignans well and acquired their privileged status in Cyprus 
as Ibelin supporters in 1232. Venice would have to wait until 1306, al- 
though the first administrative representatives of both republics would ap- 
pear on the island almost simultaneously (the Genoese podesta in 1292 and 
the Venetian bailo in 1301).'* Elsewhere I have suggested that the extreme in- 
tolerance of Machairas toward the Genoese in his narrative of the 1360s and 
the war of 1373-74 could be explained by his immediate proximity to 
sources presenting the history of Cyprus from the survivors’ point of view: 
first John, prince of Antioch (d. 1375), then his brother James, constable of 
Jerusalem, and finally the same James but as king of Cyprus and Jerusalem 
(1382-98), installed with Genoese intervention. While on more than one oc- 
casion ‘Amadi’ and Bustron abbreviate substantial portions of this narrative, 
with obvious pro-Constable propaganda in Machairas, the enemy claim that 
the Constable is the only noble man among the defenders; more, the Genoese 
and “the nobly nurtured men of Cyprus” are two mutually incompatible 
species.'° Machairas is also much more eloquent on the psychology of the vi- 
olence on both sides: with the Genoese it was their anger and their frustra- 
tion at the short memory of Genoese services to the kingdom." It is worth 
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noting here that the anti-Genoese crescendo is the loudest in the anonymous 
Oxford version of Machairas’s text (O). It gives the floor to the enemy even 
at the very moment of overmastering the twelve Cypriots left in the castle of 
Famagusta: “Leave the gates open. Tell us: will you treat us as Christians, or 
will you be treating us as enemies of God, treating us like dogs, that you do 
not follow our bidding?” (f. 168v). This speech is, in fact, telling us what 
should have been—and perhaps was—the real Cypriot view of the Genoese 
nation. The dramatic tension is intensified when (O) bluntly reports that it 
was the Genoese who in the event maltreated the three royalties (Peter II, his 
mother, and his uncle, prince of Antioch) locked in all day and night without 
food, drink, bed, and servants. The motif is repeated in a proverbial phrase 
on the morrow when the queen mother voices her protest before the Genoese 
admiral: “Such a thing has never been done either among the Turks or the 
Saracens; and to put us to sleep like dogs!” '” But to sum it up, while the op- 
position of “Constable/Cypriot/God” to “Genoese” is the peculiar feature of 
(V) and especially (O), what is common to Machairas, “Amadi” and Bus- 
tron is a fully developed juxtaposition between the non-traitorous Cypriots 
in general and the traitorous Genoese.'* Some decades after Machairas, now 
that the Genoese had been expelled from Famagusta, George Boustronios 
would go even further: identifying Queen Catherine Cornaro “with the in- 
terests of the Cypriots against the foreign party of Catalans and Sicilians 
with their pro-Neapolitan policy,” he would label the latter “Franks” and 
“traitors.” 1? 

The time allotted will not allow me now to treat the much discussed tol- 
erance (or, according to others, fanaticism) of Machairas with regard to the 
Latins in Cyprus and its metamorphoses in “Amadi” and Bustron. Instead, I 
will conclude by focusing my attention on the group’s treatment of the 
“world of the infidel.” Ignorant or not of the catastrophe at Hattin, 
Machairas is alone in presenting Hugh-Guy of Lusignan as requesting the 
support of Saladin, “the sultan of Cairo,” against a possible threat of an- 
other Greek revolt. Since “it is the will of God that peoples should love their 
neighbors,” he declares that Cyprus and the Saracens are neighbors “by the 
grace of God.” ”° The attitude of the sultan is also most telling: “And know 
neither of you nor those who shall be born of you will suffer any vexation 
from me; or who shall come after me, unless it is caused by you.” Further- 
more, the sultan claims readiness for “a firm alliance” if only the king would 
convert to Islam. To this, of course, Hugh-Guy answers with a wholehearted 
“no”: “I would rather be enslaved to the emperor [of Byzantium?], than 
deny my faith in my God.” And yet he sends “word to the sultan, asking ad- 
vice from him how he should rule his people [sic]”. The piece of advice is 
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rather courteous: “Better for you to give abundant gifts and bring to yourself 
great men, than to give little and lose the rest. And send envoys of prudence 
and worth,” ?! 

I believe that this first Saracen “message” of tolerance to the new regime 
in Cyprus is not accidental in the opening section of the chronicle. Later, 
Machairas or his source(s) are at great pains to present the long and painful 
negotiations with Egypt after the sack of Alexandria (October 10, 1365) as 
having ended with a moral victory for Peter I: he took the initiative, and the 
final judgment over “that dog,” “the thrice-accursed sultan,” belonged to 
him by God’s will.22 Then, within the narrative of Peter II’s reign, the mood 
evolves into its antipode. The sultan’s envoys greet fittingly neither the king 
nor the regent prince of Antioch. With “great haughtiness” they dare to say 
that “the most high lord the great sultan... has pardoned you for your 
error: because your father King Peter was the cause of this war, for he be- 
guiled our master and invaded his lands and carried away many captives at 
Alexandria and in many other places.” 

The metamorphosis is complete within the narrative of Cypriot-Saracen 
hostilities that started in the early fifteen century and led to the tragedy of 
July 7, 1426. Moreover, it is for the first time that the text assumes a first- 
person-plural position and we hear of Cypriots against Saracens; both “nov- 
elties” persist further. And Machairas is quick to denounce Cypriot 
plundering raids upon Syria—“coined” in his view, after the piracy in the re- 
gion—as “shameless.” ** This would not blind his view to exploits in the 
name of the “sweet Lord Jesus.” In 1425 two Christian prisoners of war, 
Rekouniatos and Andronikos of Gorhigos, suffered death as martyrs. “And 
they chose to die in the faith of Christ rather than to live in lies and to turn 
Moslem; and they reviled the sultan and those who tormented them.” This 
piece of news was unbearable even to a Saracen holyman in Damascus. 

The next paragraphs (nos. 661-67) are among those I call “a program” 
for the whole work. They are charged with the most important messages and 
come as a dramatic counterbalance to nos. 22-25. Since justice is on the side 
of the sultan, the king’s intention to face him is wicked; besides, the sultan is 
said to have made a fatal decision: “I sent word to him twice by my ships to 
send to me to confirm the peace, and he makes no sign; he must be, I think, 
either very brave or very mad. So I give him my promise that by God’s will | 
will use all my power to see if I can come forward and be done with him; and 
J will burn up the stinking island of Cyprus, rather than be troubled by them 
for ever.” Yet to Machairas or his source the effect must have seemed inade- 
quate.”° A long and passionate letter to the king, sent by the same Saracen 
with his only son, is “quoted” next to hold the audience spell bound. Because 
of the boy’s efforts (he is twice called upon to speak), the sheikh’s letter is also 
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read before the council. The answer Janus sends back with the sheikh’s son is 
totally absent in our text, for evidently it is as defiant as the counsel of his 
«yain men.” Thus, the megamessage we should grasp is that King Janus had 
no responsibility for the catastrophe that followed. 

But should we? Back, far back in the opening pages of this long chroni- 
cle (if indeed one is to consider it a work by a single compiler), there ap- 
peared a king who sought and seemed to have listened to the sultan’s counsel. 
His kingdom survived. Now it was not to be. The sheikh’s final reaction is 
unequivocal: “it must . . . be the will of God that [the king] shall abide under 
the lordship of my lord the sultan, because of their pride.” 2” The sin of sins 
into which both Saracens and Genoese as enemies have constantly fallen— 
pride, is now committed by the king and his counselors! Nonetheless 
Machairas tries his best to prevent the Cypriots in general from losing face. If 
not the people, then what they have created should make the Saracens feel 
fear: “they were afraid to go into Lefkosia, seeing that the town was so 
great.” ?* Nicosia escaped burning, but the Saracens “carried off the Chris- 
tians and the plunder, and went away, and a curse be upon them.” 2? Thus the 
“anathema” phrase frames a section of the narrative that has been most 
compassionate and most instructive at the same time. I would say it cuts off 
the logical end of the entire Exegesis. 

The mosaic of images just reviewed reveals the predicaments of a bicul- 
tural society on an island “built upon rock in the midst of the sea and sur- 
rounded by the infidels, Turks and Saracens.” *° While inner boundaries were 
gradually disappearing by the end of the fifteenth century, the establishment 
of the Venetokratia and the growing Ottoman threat turned the clock back. 
Cyprus under the Serenissima was ready to compromise against the Ot- 
toman Empire, but we should not forget that Florio Bustron did not choose 
to expand his narrative much beyond 1489. 
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The Frankish Encounter with the 
Greek Orthodox in the Crusader States 


THE CASE OF GERARD OF NAZARETH 
AND MARY MAGDALENE 


ANDREW JOTISCHKY 


T* growing mutual hostility of the Latin and Greek Orthodox 
Churches during the course of the twelfth century has for long been a 
fruitful source of scholarly endeavor. Organically evolving differences in cus- 
tom—use of leavened or unleavened bread in the Eucharist, the correct day 
for fasting, etc.—and in the interpretation of theological doctrine—the fil- 
ioque issue, for example—became frozen into fixed cultural reference points. 
Whether the context was ecclesiastical, diplomatic, or military, contact be- 
tween Franks and Byzantines steadily gave rise to friction and intolerance.' 
Thus theological or ecclesiological issues can be seen to have been exacer- 
bated by contemporaneous confrontations in other spheres of activity, for 
example, the relations between Alexius I Komnenos and the crusaders. The 
problem is partly that the exact relationship between ecclesiastical and secu- 
lar politics is intangible; partly, also, that the nature of the ecclesiastical pol- 
itics is itself so elastic. As Jean Darrouzés has remarked, schism between 
Latin and Greek Churches in the Middle Ages was not a single act, but en- 
demic,” Yet the “schism” of 1054 was technically not a formal rupture, but 
simply a striking instance of animosity between individual representatives of 
their Churches. One might, indeed, argue that all instances of hostility in 
which the theological and ecclesiological arguments are rehearsed 3 are sepa- 
rate “moments” that should not stand for a continuum of relations in a sim- 
ilar vein throughout the twelfth century, 
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It is tempting to revolve all points of friction around a geographical axis 
based on relations between Rome and Constantinople, and determined by, 
for example, the filioque issue or the Roman primacy. Yet we cannot assume 
that “official” policy handed down from pope or patriarch of Constantino- 
ple, and devised in the context of high politics, necessarily reflected the con- 
cerns of Latins and Orthodox in their dealings with one another at a local 
level. In fact, relations in one geographical sphere of intensive contact be- 
tween the Churches—the crusader states in the twelfth century—embraced a 
variety of issues of a more pragmatic nature than is suggested by study of the 
surviving documents of theological controversy. Discord, where it can be 
seen, sometimes took expression in oblique and unexpected ways; at the 
same time, where mutual hostility might be expected, we find examples of 
cooperation and tolerance.* 

The evidence for polemical dispute between the Frankish ecclesiastical 
authorities and the local Christian peoples in the kingdom of Jerusalem is 
meager, perhaps surprisingly so.° It is true that Jacques de Vitry, on taking up 
his appointment as bishop of Acre in 1216, was outraged to find the Greek 
Orthodox communities in his diocese practicing customs such as the use of 
leavened bread in the Eucharist, and the Jacobites even practicing circumci- 
sion; but Jacques’s intolerance is important evidence partly because it is so 
rare.° What strikes one about Jacques’s grievances is their indiscriminate na- 
ture. They cover matters of local custom, such as the tendency of Eastern 
clergy to wear beards, or the absence of clerical celibacy, that had nothing to 
do with pure doctrine, in addition to the well-known theological and doctri- 
nal aberrations over the filioque, or the persons of the Trinity. Jacques de 
Vitry was not alone in such apparently loose thinking about the beliefs of 
other traditions.’ Byzantine canonists of the eleventh and twelfth centuries 
regularly produced opuscula listing the errors of Latin doctrines and tradi- 
tions. Some of these derived from the ninth-century patriarch Photius’s letter 
to the Eastern patriarchs on the five major errors of the Latins.’ Another 
genre seems to derive from the letter of the eleventh-century patriarch of 
Constantinople, Michael Kerularios, to Peter, patriarch of Antioch, in which 
Michael, incoherent with rage, lists grievances against Latin beliefs in a man- 
ner that even his correspondent found disorderly and unhelpful. As Peter 
complained, Michael had mixed up serious and minor points of difference, 
with the result that the grave doctrinal errors are not given sufficient empha- 
sis because they are obscured by unimportant differences of local custom.? 
Michael’s letter, and indeed that of Photius, continued to be read and copied 
in Greek Orthodox monasteries in twelfth- and thirteenth-century Palestine, 
along with works such as the treatise of Michael’s contemporary Leo of 
Ochrida against the Latins, copied in the twelfth century by the Orthodox 


102 Andrew Jotischky 


community at the Holy Sepulchre, and the catalogue of the Greek Orthodox 
Church written by Nilus Doxopatris for Roger II of Sicily, which was copied 
at St Sabas in the thirteenth century.!? The genre inspired by the letter of 
Michael Kerularios enjoyed wide currency throughout the crusader period 
and, as one might expect, expanded still further after the establishment of 
Frankish rule in Constantinople.'! The characteristic feature of such works is 
the unhierarchical nature in which doctrinal errors, misinterpretations of 
Scripture and aberrant cultural practices are grouped together. One might 
easily conclude that the difference between variations of custom, which de- 
rived from localized cultural norms, and larger points of doctrine or theolog- 
ical interpretation was simply not understood by Latin or Byzantine clergy. 
Intolerance took root in such easily observed examples of “otherness” as 
whether one made the sign of the cross with one finger instead of three, or 
whether one’s priests married or wore beards, rather than in what people be- 
lieved about the procession of the Holy Spirit, the nature of the Trinity, or the 
interpretation of Scripture. 

An exception to this general rule may serve to make the point. One of the 
ambassadors sent by Manuel Komnenos to the Armenians in 1171 to negoti- 
ate a possible reunion with the Orthodox Church was the theologian Theo- 
rianus.'* Around the same time Theorianus also wrote a letter in response to 
queries raised by a group of Orthodox priests serving the church of St. John 
the Baptist at ‘Ain Karim, near Jerusalem. This church was by 1166, and per- 
haps from earlier in the twelfth century, in the hands of the Latin canons of 
the Templum Domini in Jerusalem,'> but the Orthodox clergy evidently re- 
mained to serve the needs of their parishioners. The letter takes the form of 
an arbitration in a debate over how the Orthodox were to regard the ecclesi- 
astical customs of their Latin superiors.'* The issues raised are familiar from 
Orthodox/Latin polemic. The priests were not concerned with theological is- 
sues such as the procession of the Holy Spirit, or with ecclesiology, but with 
matters such as whether the Eucharist should be celebrated with leavened or 
unleavened bread, on which days one should fast, and whether priests ought 
to wear beards. The really troublesome affairs for parish clergy were the vis- 
ible differences of practice that emphasized the alien nature of Latin Catholi- 
cism to the local Orthodox population.'’ Theorianus’s treatment of these 
problems is remarkable for its tolerance and breadth of vision. These mat- 
ters, he assures the priests, should never be allowed to stand between coreli- 
gionists: they are not differences of belief, but of habit. The Orthodox, he 
insists, ought to love the Latins as brothers. 

The realization by some thoughtful observers that there was a distinc- 
tion to be made between belief and local practice makes it legitimate to won- 
der just what the relationship between the two was in the context of 
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Latin/Orthodox relations. Were polemicists who blurred the distinction be- 
tween belief and practice simply reflecting the loose way in which people 
normally thought; or were they, by scrutinizing local customs and traditions, 
deliberately stoking the flames of intolerance? Could the high-minded views 
of a theologian like Theorianus be helpful to Orthodox communities con- 
fronted with having to share churches with Latins? 

The career of a little-known Latin bishop of Syria, Gerard of Nazareth, 
bishop of Latakia in the mid-twelfth century, allows us to explore further 
this relationship between belief and practice, and sheds new light on the Or- 
thodox/Latin confrontation. 

The importance of Gerard of Nazareth was first realized by Benjamin 
Kedar, who in 1983 published the extant fragments of his work on hermits 
and monks in the Latin East.'® Gerard was a Benedictine monk, perhaps in 
the monastery of Mt. Tabor, and by 1140 had been made bishop of Latakia, 
in the patriarchate of Antioch. In 1159 he was present at Antioch when Em- 
peror Manuel Komnenos received the submission of Prince Reynald; accord- 
ing to the French translator of William of Tyre, Gerard played a major role in 
bringing about the reconciliation between emperor and recalcitrant prince. 
In 1161, Gerard appears as witness to a deed of Baldwin III in Nazareth; this 
is his final appearance in the sources, and he can be assumed to have died in 
that year or soon afterwards.!” 

Besides his work on the hermits, Gerard also wrote a treatise called De 
una Magdalena contra Graecos, in which he presented the standard Latin 
patristic arguments for identifying Mary Magdalene with other Marys men- 
tioned in the Gospels, and particularly with Mary, the sister of Martha, and 
went on to attack the Greek tradition of identifying the Marys as separate. 
The surviving portions of this work show little originality or depth of 
thought.'* Gerard was familiar with Augustine, Jerome, Ambrose, Gregory 
the Great, and Bede on the subject: conventional scholarship, if impressive 
for a bishop in the crusader East. Rather more revealing than what Gerard 
has to say about Mary Magdalene is the very occurrence of this subject as a 
topic for polemical writing. Why was the exegetical study of Mary Magda- 
lene such a fraught issue between Latins and Greeks in Outremer, and how 
did Gerard come to be involved in it in the first place? 

A rehearsal of the differing traditions of Mary Magdalene may be help- 
ful. In the Latin patristic tradition from Gregory the Great onward, the 
woman from Magdala from whom Jesus had cast out demons (Luke 8:2-3) 
was identified not only with Mary, the disciple of Jesus, who was a witness to 
his crucifixion and visited the empty tomb in the garden (Matt 27:56, 28:1, 
Mark 15:40, John 19:25, 20:1), but also with the anonymous woman caught 
in adultery and brought by the Pharisees before Jesus (John 8:3-12).'!° Bede 
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then made a further connection between otherwise separate figures in the 
Gospels by identifying Mary Magdalene, now known as the adulteress for. 
given by Jesus and healed by him of demonic possession, with Mary, the sis- 
ter of Martha and Lazarus, with whom Jesus stayed in Bethany on the 
occasion when he raised Lazarus from the dead, and who then poured a jar 
of precious ointment over Jesus’ feet and wiped them dry with her hair.(Matt 
26:6, Mark 14:3, Luke 10:39, John 12:3)? The difficulty faced by medieval 
commentators was that although elements of the Mary and Martha story are 
told by all the evangelists, they have to be reconstructed with heavy editing 
to form a coherent narrative. Matthew and Mark tell the story of an un- 
named woman anointing Jesus’ head with ointment in the house of Simon 
the Leper in Bethany. Luke’s version specifies that the woman was a sinner, 
and that the incident took place in a Pharisee’s house, but he does not say 
where the house was (Luke 7:37). Luke then tells, as a separate story, the in- 
cident of Martha waiting on Jesus when he visited their house in Bethany, 
while her sister Mary sat listening to his teaching (Luke 10:39). In Luke’s sec- 
ond episode, where Mary and Martha are specified, no anointing takes 
place. In the Gospel of John, Mary and Martha are the sisters of Lazarus, and 
Mary anoints Jesus’ feet with ointment, after he had raised Lazarus from the 
dead (John 12:3). The “leap of faith” lies in the identification of the sinful 
woman who anointed Jesus’ head with ointment in Luke with the woman 
caught in adultery and also with Mary of Bethany, the sister of Martha. The 
link between these figures may have been supplied by the common theme of 
anointing, by conflating John’s version of the Bethany incident with the syn- 
optic Gospels’ account of the sinful woman with her alabaster jar of oint- 
ment. Because both Matthew and Mark place this latter episode in the house 
of Simon the Leper in Bethany, such a connection was easy to make. 

It has been said with some justification that a list of writers who fol- 
lowed this tradition would effectively be a bibliography of all Western bibli- 
cal exegetes.2! The Greek tradition, in contrast, was more precise in its 
separation of Mary of Bethany, the sister of Lazarus, from Mary Magdalene, 
the woman from whom Jesus cast out demons and who was a witness to the 
Crucifixion, and from the unnamed sinner who anointed Jesus with oil. This 
tradition prevailed among all the Eastern Churches, which therefore recog- 
nized three separate Marys rather than the single one recognized in the 
West. 

By the twelfth century the story of Mary Magdalene in the West had be- 
come baroque in its elaboration. It was thought that she had been married to 
John the Evangelist at Cana, but had fallen into a life of sin when he left her 
alone to become a disciple of Jesus, and was thus caught in adultery and con- 
verted to a life of penitence by Jesus. After the Ascension her path becomes 
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harder to follow. The traditional Greek version of Mary (known by Gregory 
of Tours and, we can assume, current in the West in the sixth century) has her 
going to Ephesus with John and the Blessed Virgin, and locates her tomb 
there, but by the mid-eleventh century the standard Western account told of 
her journey with Martha and Lazarus to Provence, where she became a her- 
mit.2? By 1037 the abbey of Vézelay, newly adopted into the Cluniac order, 
was claiming the Magdalene’s relics, and this claim was established by a 
papal bull in 1058 and subsequently by successive twelfth-century popes.”4 
Although during the thirteenth century the claim was disputed and the relics 
awarded to the monastery of St. Maximin, near Marseille?’ at the time that 
Gerard of Nazareth was writing, the tradition of the Magdalene being buried 
at Vézelay was standard in the Latin Church. 

This burial tradition did not in itself entail a monopoly on the cult of the 
Magdalene. Vézelay, like Saint-Lazare at Autun, which claimed the tomb of 
Lazarus, was a pilgrimage church with strong links to the Holy Land. 
Bethany was a popular destination among Western pilgrims to the Holy 
Land. As early as the fourth century, the pilgrim Egeria had described the an- 
nual reenactment of the Lord’s arrival in Bethany on Palm Sunday.” In the 
sixth century pilgrims were being shown the original tomb of Lazarus,”’ and 
the seventh-century pilgrim Arculf reported a flourishing monastery with a 
newly rebuilt church dedicated to Lazarus to the east of the cave-tomb.?8 
The crusaders found the seventh-century church still intact in 1099. Under 
crusader rule the earlier local tradition of beginning the Palm Sunday pro- 
cession to Jerusalem from Bethany was revived. But by 1114 further pil- 
grimage evidence suggests that the church of Lazarus had been rededicated 
to the sisters Mary (that is, Mary Magdalene) and Martha.?? Between 1114 
and 1169-72 another church, dedicated again to Lazarus and housing his 
original tomb, was built near the old church.*° During this period the whole 
site had been transformed. The original owners of the church and village 
after the Latin conquest, the canons of the Holy Sepulchre, may have estab- 
lished a priory on the site soon after 1099. But in 1138 they exchanged this 
property for a village in Judaea with King Fulk. The site newly acquired by 
King Fulk then became the location of a convent of Benedictine nuns.*! 
William of Tyre’s explanation for the exchange of properties is that Iveta, the 
sister of Queen Melisende, had entered the Benedictine convent of St. Anne 
in Jerusalem, but that Melisende, not wanting her sister to live under the 
obedience of an abbess, was looking for a suitable place to found a new con- 
vent of which Iveta could herself be abbess.*? Bethany, a pilgrimage site close 
to Jerusalem, was ideal. William describes it as the home of Mary, Martha, 
and Lazarus, and as “the familiar dwelling of our Lord and Saviour.” The 
descriptions by William and by twelfth-century pilgrims indicate that 
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Bethany was fortified with a tower (a ruin of which still survives) and richly 
endowed, and that it could count on generous patronage by virtue of its im- 
portance in the Gospel narrative.*? The addition of a new church dedicated 
to St. Lazarus built over the pilgrimage site of his tomb is evidence for the 
nuns’ readiness and ability to tap this source of wealth and status. A double 
church meant that pilgrims’ needs could be served without interfering with 
the running of the nuns’ convent. 

This digression into the history of the cult and the site at Bethany is nec- 
essary for an understanding of why Gerard of Nazareth was interested in 
Mary Magdalene. His first treatment of the subject took the form of a hom- 
ily written for the nuns, Ad ancillas Dei in Bethaniam, perhaps at their re- 
quest. Such a homily would have had the purpose of confirming the 
importance of Bethany in the cult of the Magdalene in order to ensure that a 
steady flow of pilgrims made the short journey into the hills to the southeast 
of Jerusalem. In a Western bishop, the interest shown by Gerard might have 
appeared largely academic. But in the Holy Land exegetical concerns had a 
concrete basis in everyday reality.** Where the narrative of the Gospels could 
be seen in the landscape itself, exegesis had a tangible application. Gerard 
was writing not simply about the minutiae of far-off events, but recounting 
and explaining details of the drama of human salvation in places that could 
still be seen, and where a Christian community now lived. For that commu- 
nity the kind of exegesis in which Gerard engaged on their behalf was a form 
of patronage with distinct economic accents. For Western pilgrims visiting 
Bethany, such exegesis (however it might be translated into more accessible 
terms) was also welcome. Pilgrims naturally celebrated the composite collec- 
tion of Gospel narratives while in Bethany. It made sense to cause a number 
of events to coalesce at a single site. Pilgrims would want to be reassured that 
their journey to the site was worthwhile, and the more biblical associations 
that could be gleaned from it, the happier the pilgrim would be. So by the 
middle of the twelfth century, Mary Magdalene was inseparable from 
Bethany. 

In the period from about 1160 to 1165, however, the pilgrim John of 
Wiirzburg found that visiting the site raised questions about the biblical nar- 
rative that he had not previously considered. John explains that Mary Mag- 
dalene’s action of pouring out the precious ointment over Jesus (as told in the 
Gospel of John) was actually the second time that she had expressed such ef- 
fusion of love for him. “This same Mary Magdalene, perhaps in the same 
place or perhaps in another, the House of Simon the Leper, some time before 
when she was a sinner, was moved to penitence. In the same manner she 
came to the feet of the Lord when he was reclining at supper.” *° John is 
wrestling here with the difficulty of reconciling the accounts in Matthew and 
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Mark, of an anonymous woman anointing Jesus’ head with oil in the house 
of Simon the Leper in Bethany, with the Gospel of John, where Mary, the sis- 
ter of Martha (Mary Magdalene in Western tradition), is specified as the 
woman doing the anointing, and the ointment is poured over Jesus’ feet. This 
incongruity had, of course, occurred to people long before, and John of 
Wiirzburg knew from Western patristic teaching that there was a solution: 
that these were indeed two separate anointing incidents, but involving the 
same woman on both occasions. Although the person was not specified by 
name in Matthew and Mark, it was in fact Mary Magdalene who had per- 
formed this action on two different occasions. This example illustrated how 
the nature of the woman herself had changed: as John of Wiirzburg explains, 
“once she had come as a sinner in bitter penitence, but now she has been for- 
given, and comes with overflowing joy.” *° 

In Jerusalem, however, John also visited the Jacobite (Syrian Orthodox) 
church of St. Mary Magdalene and learned something there that shook his 
confidence in the traditional Western exegesis of the Magdalene at Bethany. 
The Jacobite monks told him that their church was built on the site of the 
house of Simon the Leper, where the Magdalene had poured out the oint- 
ment over Jesus’ head, as related in the gospels of Matthew and Mark. They 
convinced John that this was so by showing him a relic of the Magdalene’s 
hair, kept in a glass jar.*’ John’s confusion at this point can be imagined: what 
about the church of Mary and Martha in Bethany, supposedly built on the 
site of the anointing incident? The Jacobites explained that Mary of Bethany 
was not the same as Mary Magdalene, and that the two anointing incidents 
had involved different women: the Magdalene in Simon the Leper’s house in 
Jerusalem and Mary, the sister of Martha in Lazarus’s house in Bethany. So, 
although the Jacobite tradition, like the Latin, identified the anonymous sin- 
ner of Matthew (26:6) and Mark (14:3) as the Magdalene, the Jacobites, in 
common with the Greek Orthodox, kept her distinct from Mary of 
Bethany.** John of Wiirzburg did not know what to believe. The Jacobite 
claim about the site of their church dedicated to the Magdalene was clearly, 
in his view, wrong, since the Gospels all located the house of Simon the Leper 
(or, in Luke, Simon the Pharisee) in Bethany rather than Jerusalem. The ad- 
vantage of the Western tradition that John had been taught was that it was 
compact and convenient: it made sense of different narratives by explaining 
them as aspects of the same individual’s changing relationship to Jesus. If 
Mary, the sister of Martha, and Mary Magdalene, the penitent sinner, were 
separated into distinct identities, the force of this symbolism was lost. This 
was troubling to a conscientious pilgrim, who wanted to be sure of what 
each site was supposed to be commemorating. But to the community of nuns 
at Bethany, the Eastern and Greek Orthodox interpretation, had it prevailed, 


108 Andrew Jotischky 


would have been disastrous, because it threatened the source of the convent’s 
status and wealth. 

Consideration of this problem led John into deeper waters. “The Gospel 
reading about these things is clear,” he mused, “but even to a careful listener 
it brings doubt upon the other factor, namely whether Simon the Pharisee [as 
in Luke 7:40] hosted a party in Bethany, and whether he invited the Lord to 
it.” 3° In Matthew, Mark, and Luke, the incident had taken place in Simon’s 
house, whereas in John it happened in the house of Mary and Martha. The 
Gospels could not contradict each other, but neither could any of them be 
wrong. Clearly, then, there had been two distinct incidents, and the Gospel 
accounts each described one of them. But John is still left in doubt about the 
location, and his doubt had an unbiblical source. Had the first anointing in- 
cident, which apparently took place in the house of someone described as ei- 
ther Simon the Leper or Simon the Pharisee, been in Jerusalem, as the 
Jacobites claimed, or in Bethany? Locating Simon’s house in Bethany rather 
than Jerusalem raised problems of social conventions. It was more appropri- 
ate, John of Wiirzburg thought, for Jesus, when in Bethany, to have been a 
guest of Mary, Martha, and Lazarus, than of Simon the Leper, because Mary, 
Martha and Lazarus were lords of the village of Bethany. This conviction 
came from the Vulgate reading of John 11:1, where Jesus is described as 
going to the castellum of Mary and Martha in Bethany. A castellum indi- 
cated to Western Christians of the twelfth century proprietorship of a fief, 
the exercise of delegated office, or, in some wider sense, authority over a 
community. Contemporary Western conventions of landownership were 
thus transposed on to the Gospel narrative and used to formulate an inter- 
pretation that would have a moral as well as a literal sense. Naturally, this 
was an interpretation supported by the nuns of Bethany, the successors of 
Mary and Martha. As landowners of the village by the foundation charter of 
1138, and guardians of the holy site, they had inherited the proprietorship 
once exercised by Mary Magdalene and Martha. Their status and prosperity 
depended on locating the entire complex of traditions in Bethany, and more 
specifically in the house of Mary and Martha, which had by a process of 
“natural inheritance” come to be their own house. The nuns were the heirs 
of Mary and Martha, not of Simon. 

John of Wiirzburg ends his account of Bethany in confusion. “If anyone 
wishes to know more about these things, let him come himself, and ask the 
more intelligent subjects of this land the sequence and truth of this story. As 
for me, I have not found quite enough to explain it in any of the Scrip- 
tures.” *° This candid admission reveals one of the dangers of pilgrimages. 
Narratives that seemed comprehensible when read far away might not make 
sense when the geography and the text were put together. Even more worty- 
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ing, from John’s point of view, was that seeing the sites themselves seemed to 
challenge rather than confirm his received ideas about Mary Magdalene and 
Bethany. His understanding had been taught; in contrast, the local Ortho- 
dox, who had grown up in the sacred topography of the Gospels, had devel- 
oped other traditions. Ought not they, with this local knowledge, to know 
better? Pilgrimages could expose Westerners to rival, Orthodox influence, 
and thus to alternative exegesis of the Scriptures, and ultimately lead them to 
question the authority of the Western patristic tradition.*! 

John of Wirzburg’s pilgrimage account and his doubt over the role of 
Bethany are reminders that the interest of a bishop like Gerard of Nazareth 
in Mary Magdalene was not merely academic, but had immediate applica- 
tion to the pastoral supervision of his flock. Gerard was not simply promot- 
ing the prestige of the nuns of Bethany; he was also safeguarding the Western 
understanding of the Scriptures from doubts that might be cast upon it by the 
influence of the indigenous Orthodox people. Moreover the polemical con- 
text in which Gerard wrote his treatises on the Magdalene shows how an ex- 
egetical problem could become the expression of a larger issue of 
controversy between the Latin ecclesiastical authorities and the Orthodox 
under their control. This polemical context must now be examined more 
closely. 

The nuns were established at Bethany probably at about the time that 
Gerard of Nazareth became bishop of Latakia. Gerard’s involvement with 
the Bethany community seems to have begun with a homily addressed to the 
nuns for the octave of Easter, Ad ancillas Dei apud Bethaniam.* Gerard was 
presumably making use of the well-established cult of Mary and Martha at 
Bethany to provide material for an Easter sermon, perhaps at the request of 
the Bethany nuns. Following Western tradition, Gerard took the joint patron 
of the nuns’ church, Mary, to be Mary Magdalene, the penitent sinner whose 
touching penance at Bethany a few days before Jesus’ death and resurrection 
provided an example of how Christians ought to prepare for Easter. 

Of Gerard’s five known works, three can be related to the cult of Mary 
Magdalene localized at Bethany. The De una Magdalena contra Graecos, in 
which he rehearsed the authorities supporting his identification of the Mag- 
dalene, was a polemical response to criticism engendered by his initial hom- 
ily to the nuns of Bethany. That the criticism had a Greek Orthodox source, 
obvious in any case from the content of the De una Magdalena, is further 
borne out by his final work, entitled Contra Salam presbyterum. To recapit- 
ulate: first, Gerard wrote and disseminated a homily on Mary and Martha 
for the nuns of Bethany, in which he presented the thesis that Mary of 
Bethany was Mary Magdalene; then, in response to criticism from an Ortho- 
dox quarter, he wrote the treatise De una Magdalena, part of which sur- 
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vives; finally, in response to further criticism, he wrote Contra Salam, Nei. 
ther the initial homily nor the Contra Salam survives, except for a single ex. 
tract from the Contra Salam quoted by the sixteenth-century Centuriators of 
Magdeburg. This passage shows us something of Gerard’s method: «Aj. 
though necessity forces me to read the words of this Sala, it is as though my 
teeth were being clogged by pitch or something sticky which I can hardly 
chew or swallow.” * The precise identity of the man who took such excep. 
tion to Gerard’s works is not revealed by the surviving extracts. This, how- 
ever, can be surmised from two further short references elsewhere in the 
Centuriators’ work. These passages show us how the quarrel between Ger- 
ard and Sala had originated and developed. According to one, “Sala the 
priest presumed for a long time to dedicate cemeteries, which is the bishop’s 
prerogative: as Gerard of Nazareth writes in his defence against Sala the 
priest.” According to the other, “Sala was a priest, against whom Gerard of 
Nazareth contended. Gerard objected that he had presumed to dedicate a 
cemetery, although that pertained to bishops. And also that he [Sala] intro- 
duced a Greek bishop against the Latin into the city.” *° 

These two issues of grievance against Sala suggest strongly that Gerard’s 
polemical opponent was an Orthodox priest in his diocese of Latakia.** Ben- 
jamin Kedar suggested, when he first discussed Gerard of Nazareth, that Sala 
might instead have been a Templar, and that the dispute between them re- 
ferred to the long-standing grievance of bishops against the privileges and ex- 
emptions enjoyed by the order.*” Following such a hypothesis, Sala may 
initially have incurred Gerard’s anger by contravening the ruling of Pope Eu- 
genius III in 1145 that Templar cemeteries must be blessed by bishops." 
Doubtless the text of Gerard’s Contra Salam, had it survived, would resolve 
the issue of Sala’s identity. In its absence, however, we can rely instead ona 
further reference to the text by a fourteenth-century English Carmelite, John 
Hornby, who apparently knew Gerard’s works. This reference gives the full 
title as Girardus episcopus Laodicensis contra Salam philosophum Grecum 
vel Cretum, and therefore supports the view that Sala was indeed an Ortho- 
dox priest. Hornby incidentally gives some indication of the kind of argument 
Gerard used against Sala on the question of the identity of the Magdalene. He 
quotes part of Gerard’s discussion of names, where Gerard, with reference to 
Mary of Bethany being identified as Mary Magdalene, argues that two differ- 
ent “cognomens” or epithets can indicate the same person.*? 

In his initial response to Sala, in the De una Magdalena contra Graecos, 
Gerard had struck a note of tolerance: “There is no greatly pernicious error 
in this,” he said, “and one can believe one or another without grave danget. 
But it is good, if possible, to hold to what is more truthful, not only in this 
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but in all controversy.” *° The extract quoted above about chewing pitch 
shows how far from this equanimity Gerard was led in his personal attack on 
Sala. Of greater interest than the intricacies of the argument is the way in 
which the controversy shows how an exegetical dispute was engendered by 
deep-seated grievances of a quite different nature. The root cause of conflict 
was apparently not the issue of Mary Magdalene at all, but the dedication of 
cemeteries by a priest without episcopal supervision. That this was already a 
cause of conflict between them at the time Gerard was writing his works on 
Mary Magdalene is indicated by the Centuriators’ wording: Sala presbyter 
iamdudum dedicare coemiteria praesumpsit. Sala’s dispute with Gerard over 
episcopal authority was a separate issue from the exegetical question of the 
Magdalene. But once Gerard had entered the arena of exegesis publicly, and 
in his homily for the nuns of Bethany identified the two Marys as one, Sala 
evidently saw his chance to strike back at his superior by attacking his inter- 
pretation of Scripture. The cause and course of the dispute make perfect 
sense if we accept Sala as a Greek Orthodox priest of Latakia under the au- 
thority of Gerard. 

The second extract, in which Sala is accused of introducing a Greek 
bishop into Latakia, surely confirms his identity as a member of the Ortho- 
dox Church. Although Latin Christians can sometimes be shown to have 
used Orthodox prelates as a sanction against Latin bishops,*! and although 
the military orders’ relations with the Latin episcopal hierarchy were often 
frosty, it would be somewhat fantastic to find a Templar espousing an Or- 
thodox view of Mary Magdalene in order to score points off a Latin bishop. 
The debate over Mary Magdalene reveals a long-running dispute over epis- 
copal authority spilling over into the Latin interpretation of Scripture be- 
cause this gave an Orthodox priest the opportunity to expose to ridicule his 
bishop’s exegetical method and understanding of Scripture and thus, pre- 
sumably, to throw doubt on his qualifications for the episcopate. 

Gerard of Nazareth himself realized that the immediate issue at stake in 
the polemical dispute was not the Magdalene but episcopal authority. The 
bishopric of Latakia lay in the patriarchate of Antioch, which had a larger 
proportion of Greek Orthodox to Latins than Jerusalem, and where there 
was probably a more intense level of doctrinal debate.°* Gerard’s superior as 
patriarch, Aimery of Limoges, was heavily involved in such controversy. 
Aimery’s position may have been threatened by the terms of the reconcilia- 
tion between Prince Reynald of Antioch and Manuel Komnenos in 1159. In 
1165 he was forced out of office by the imposition of a Greek patriarch over 
Antioch, as part of the terms by which Manuel paid the ransom of his vassal, 
Prince Bohemond III.*? There was precedent for this. Odo of Deuil reports, in 
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his account of the Second Crusade, that Emperor John Komnenos had re- 
placed the Latin bishops of Tarsus and Mamistra with Orthodox prelates as 
a result of his campaign against Raymond of Antioch in 1138.4 

In the 1170s Patriarch Aimery was a correspondent of Ugo Eteriano, the 
Pisan theologian in Constantinople who had learned Greek in order to refute 
Orthodox teaching on the Trinity and on the Roman primacy from Greek 
patristic sources, and who had been employed by Manuel Komnenos as an 
advisor on theological matters.°’ Aimery asked Ugo to send him Orthodox 
theological works, with his annotations, that he could study to use in debate 
with the Orthodox people in his charge.* It is possible (though without evi- 
dence this must remain speculation) that the Centuriators’ extracts about 
Sala refer to an actual occurrence: the replacement of Gerard himself as 
bishop of Latakia by a Greek, as part of the terms of the 1159 settlement in 
which Prince Reynald acknowledged the suzerainty of the Byzantine em- 
peror. Gerard’s only appearance in sources after 1159 locates him in the 
kingdom of Jerusalem rather than in his diocese,’ so perhaps he was forced 
into exile, while his superior, Aimery, managed to cling to office. 

The dispute over cemeteries, in any case, has a convincing ring. The ded- 
ication of cemeteries raised the vital question of control over churches. By re- 
serving the dedication to bishops, the Latins were of course following 
standard Western practice. But in the Orthodox Church it was customary for 
priests to perform dedications and other rites, such as confirmations, that 
were reserved in the West for bishops. From a Greek Orthodox perspective, 
the Latin bishop in Latakia was denying the Orthodox clergy control of nor- 
mal priestly functions within their own parishes. Precisely because of the 
freedom generally enjoyed by Orthodox clergy to follow their own customs, 
this insistence on episcopal authority was a provocative reminder of the lim- 
its of Orthodox autonomy under crusader rule. 

Latin bishops, from their point of view, could not afford to let the Or- 
thodox clergy be seen to flout their authority, for fear that this might spread 
to their Latin subordinates. To some extent this was already happening. The 
establishment of cemeteries by military orders was only one example of the 
weakening of episcopal authority in the patriarchate of Jerusalem. In 1155 a 
delegation of bishops from Outremer to the papal curia complained bitterly 
about the loss of tithes as a result of papal privileges to the Hospitallers.** Eu- 
genius III had ruled that Templar cemeteries had to be blessed by bishops, 
but subsequent papal privileges to the military orders had permitted them to 
establish cemeteries in parishes of which they held the advowson, and thus to 
queer the pitch for the parochial clergy. Of course, this is not quite the same 
as Orthodox priests dedicating cemeteries, but it is no less an indication of 
the threat bishops perceived to their rights. Recalcitrant Orthodox clergy, 
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and autonomous Templars or Hospitallers, could give similar ideas of inde- 
pendent action to Latin clergy. There is some scattered but fascinating evi- 
dence that Latin clergy in the eastern Mediterranean could be influenced by 
their Orthodox counterparts in such ways. For instance, in 1199, Innocent 
III ordered his vicar in Constantinople to forbid Latin priests (presumably at- 
tached to the Italian colonists) to follow the Orthodox custom of performing 
sacraments, such as confirmation, that should be reserved for bishops 
alone.*? In 1204, Innocent was worried that priests in the eastern Mediter- 
ranean, both Latin and Greek, were being ordained by Orthodox bishops 
without proper ceremonial (absque unctive manuum se faciunt ordinari) and 
against canonical sanction. The Latin authorities had to maintain constant 
vigilance lest their clergy fall under the influence of local ecclesiastical cus- 
toms that threatened the dignity of the episcopacy. 

It is in this wider context of authority in the church that Gerard’s interest 
in Mary Magdalene should be seen. Sala’s attack on Gerard’s exegesis of 
Scripture was evidently part of a campaign of resistance against Latin au- 
thority. From straightforward flouting of the rights claimed by his Latin su- 
perior, Sala carried the campaign into a new field: to an assault on the 
traditional Latin exegesis of the Scriptures. Here Sala was attacking not only 
Gerard, but the whole Latin Church’s understanding of the Gospel accounts 
about Mary Magdalene. Gerard raised the stakes, in his De una Magdalena, 
by appealing to the authority of the Latin Fathers. In refuting Gerard, Sala 
was engaging in a theological debate that transformed a quarrel over local 
rights into a far-reaching dispute over the nature of authority in the Church. 
If the Latin bishop could not properly interpret Scripture, by what right did 
he exercise authority over Orthodox clergy who, with the aid of Greek pa- 
tristics, could? 

Even though they can be reconstructed only by inference, Gerard’s 
works enable us to see the confrontation between Latins and Orthodox in 
the crusader states at a level that mirrors the more celebrated encounters be- 
tween representatives of Rome and Constantinople. The problems encoun- 
tered at Bethany by John of Wiirzburg show how real the question of the 
Magdalene’s identity could be to contemporaries, and hints at the dangers of 
exposing Westerners to local influences. In this respect, the emphasis on the 
Latin patristic tradition in Gerard’s work was analogous to insisting on Latin 
ecclesiastical customs in his diocese. 

Sala’s refutation of Gerard’s thoughts on the Magdalene is a reminder of 
how varied were the expressions of difference over interpretation and cus- 
tom between Latins and Greeks. This takes us full circle to the apparently in- 
coherent sets of grievances aired by Latin and Orthodox canonists and clergy 
against one another. The episode described here may have been a single rip- 
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ple on the waters, with little long-term effect. Its value for historians lies in 
the interrelations that it reveals between thought and action, and between 
belief and practice. Perhaps Peter of Antioch was, after all, wrong to criticize 
Michael Kerularios’s list of anti-Latin grievances for being incoherent and 
unhierarchical. Perhaps it is precisely this unhierarchic consideration of dif. 
ferences that reveals the truth about relations between the Churches: that 
Latins and Greeks did not make a conscious and academic separation be- 
tween theology, exegesis, and custom. All were equally valid as grounds of 
opposition, or expressions of “otherness.” From the Orthodox point of 
view, the incorrect understanding of Scripture that led Latins into an erro- 
neous tradition about Mary Magdalene undermined the credibility of their 
understanding of Scripture in general. From this it followed that Latin argu- 
ments for the Roman primacy, or the addition of the filioque, or the use of 
unleavened bread in the Eucharist, or the correct days for fasting, or episco- 
pal rights to dedicate cemeteries, or a host of other apparently minor points 
of difference were also based on a flawed interpretation of Scripture. A the- 
ologian and diplomat such as Theorianus might from a distance assure Or- 
thodox parish clergy living under crusader rule that minor points of 
observance should not obscure the underlying unity of the Church. In the 
field, however, it was precisely those minor points of observance that ran- 
kled, for Orthodox priests no less than for Latin bishops such as Gerard or 
Jacques de Vitry. An educated priest like Sala realized that one could not sep- 
arate custom and belief so easily, that one stemmed from the other, and that, 
no matter what the initial spark that ignited the blaze of controversy, the 
flame at its heart was always the issue of authority. 
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Tolerance and Intolerance in the 
Medieval Canon Lawyers 


JAMES MULDOON 


A t first glance, a paper dealing with toleration in the writings of the me- 
dieval canon lawyers at the time of the crusades would seem to be an 
easy one to write. One might simply say that there was no conception of tol- 
eration in the writings of the canonists and stop. To do that, however, would 
be to underestimate the complexity of the task involved. There are at least 
three fundamental issues that would require attention before we could say 
that the canonists had no conception of “toleration.” In the first place, we 
would have to inquire as to what we and they mean by toleration. In the sec- 
ond place, we would have to consider what and who is to be tolerated. Fi- 
nally, we would have to examine the tension between theory and practice 
with regard to toleration. 

To consider any or all of these points is, of course, to wrestle with the ar- 
gument that R.I. Moore presented in The Formation of a Persecuting Society, 
namely, that in the eleventh and twelfth centuries the Christian clerical elite 
sought to impose its own code of moral uniformity on all members of Chris- 
tian society.! This program, aimed as it was at those defined as social de- 
viants—Jews, heretics, even lepers—was the antithesis of any policy of 
toleration. It reflected one facet of the great Church reform movement of the 
eleventh and twelfth centuries that produced the fundamental works of 
canon law, the Decretum (ca. 1140) and the Decretales (1234), the law 
books that provided the legal armature of medieval Christian society.? The 
internal threat, real or imagined, that those defined as social deviants posed 
to Christendom was paralleled by the external threat of Islam that the cru- 
sades were designed to stop. Given these circumstances, it is easy to see why 
toleration was not at the top of any list of topics that interested the canonists. 
Even if one rejects Moore’s characterization of the eleventh and twelfth cen- 


117 


118 James Muldoon 


turies as the birthplace of a ‘persecuting society,” one must also accept the 
fact that the Church reform movement certainly aimed at forming a society 
shaped according to Christian moral and behavioral standards. Those who 
did not accept those standards would be, at the very least, marginalized. The 
problem, of course, is that any society, by definition, has a set of standards by 
which membership in it is determined. In effect, the question really is, what 
were the parameters of full membership in the social order in the eleventh 
and twelfth centuries, and what were the implications of those parameters 
for those who did not accept some of them? 

Given the rather broad nature of the issues involved and the small space 
of time allotted to considering them here, I wish to consider the issue of tol- 
eration in connection with Jewish and Muslim subjects of Christian rulers, 
This aspect of toleration was, after all, one of the most important conse- 
quences of the crusades as crusaders brought more and more Muslims under 
Christian rule in the Near East, in Spain, and in Portugal. 

In order to understand the problem of toleration as it concerned Mus- 
lims under Christian rule, it is important to consider two points. In the first 
place, forced conversion and baptism was forbidden in theology and law. 
Baptism had to be accepted freely, although what medieval lawyers consid- 
ered uncoerced conversion would not fit modern definitions of voluntary ac- 
ceptance. Jews, for example, could be forced to attend sermons designed to 
enable them to see the truth of Christianity, and they could be enticed by the 
prospect of various material advantages they could obtain or constraints 
they could lose if they converted.? There do not appear to have been any 
cases of Muslim subjects of Christian rulers being forced to attend sermons 
designed to convince them of the truth of Christianity, but the reason for this 
would seem to have been pragmatic, not theological. There were those who 
argued that a slave who attended such a sermon and as a consequence ac- 
cepted baptism would have to be freed. Understandably, Christian masters, 
such as those in the kingdom of Jerusalem, were not enthusiastic about this 
consequence, so they generally refused to allow their slaves to hear Christian 
preachers, even voluntarily.‘ 

In the second place, canonists did not argue that nonbelievers had to be 
exiled from lands that the crusaders had acquired. There were two reasons 
for this. In the first place, if nonbelievers remained under Christian jurisdic- 
tion, they could more easily be led to Christianity.’ In the second place, cru- 
saders needed the labor that the conquered population could provide. Not 
unlike the European colonizers of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, 
the crusaders did not intend to labor themselves, and there was no great in- 
flux of European peasants to work for them.® Thus, both spiritual and eco- 
nomic motives mandated limited toleration of conquered Muslims. 
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The practical problem was the extent of the toleration allowed the Mus- 
lims. This varied according to time, place, and circumstance. It is clear that 
the papacy and the canonists often found the degree of toleration that a 
Christian secular ruler authorized his Muslim subjects unacceptable.” The 
Muslims were allowed to believe as they wished, but they were restricted in 
the external manifestations of their religion. The mullahs were often forbid- 
den to call the people to prayer, for example. On the other hand, some prac- 
tices that Christians condemned—polygamy, for example—were allowed. 
The limited toleration of cultural practices, such as polygamy, led, of course, 
to unique problems when a polygamist decided to convert to Christianity. 
Could he keep all of his wives? If not, which one could he keep? What if one 
of his wives converted and wished to marry, could she?® 

Both those who have seen some limited form of toleration in the eleventh 
and twelfth centuries and those who do not see any such toleration generally 
agree that in the thirteenth century the toleration that had existed declined 
and increasing restrictions were placed on nonbelievers within Christendom. 
The restrictions that the Fourth Lateran Council imposed on Jews and Mus- 
lims can be seen as the turn of the tide of toleration, limited though it was. 
There were now even more limits on the activities of nonbelievers. Although 
the Fourth Lateran’s restrictions on Jews are perhaps the best known sign of 
decreasing toleration, James Powell has pointed out that the restrictions on 
Jews seem equally applicable to Muslims.’ 

If, as I have argued thus far, there was a recognizable, if limited, kind of 
toleration in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, the question arises as to why 
toleration of nonbelievers within Christendom seems to have declined dur- 
ing the thirteenth century. Obviously there were a number of factors in- 
volved. In the writings of the canonists that culminated in the restraints 
imposed by the Fourth Lateran Council, there is the repeated theme that 
Christians will be led astray by non-Christians. It would appear that the 
Church leadership feared that non-Christian ways of life were somehow se- 
ductively attractive to Christians, although the nature of that attraction is 
not clearly explained.'° In some cases, special emphasis was placed on the 
fragility of recent converts’ faith, a fragility that required protecting them 
from associating with their former coreligionists.'! The ghettoization of Jews 
and Muslims was a recognition that they would seduce Christians from their 
faith unless they were clearly identified and marked off from Christians. This 
stance suggests that hopes for converting Jews and Muslims were fading. It 
also suggests insecurity on the part of Christendom’s leaders that Christian- 
ity is indeed attractive to potential converts. 

Another way to judge the canonists’ attitude toward non-Christians gen- 
erally is the discussion of marriages between Christians and non-Christians 
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in C. 28 q. 2 of the Gratian‘s Decretum. One problem that runs through the 
documents here is that of the man who converts to Christianity but whose 
spouse does not. If the unconverted spouse lives peaceably with the convert, 
then the marriage is binding. If, however, the unconverted spouse leaves the 
convert, he can legitimately remarry.'? This discussion demonstrates that the 
expansion of Europe would lead to problems about marriage arising from 
the continued presence of non-Christians under Christian rule. The canon- 
ists appear unwilling to offer the possibility of divorce and remarriage as an 
inducement to convert, their primary goal being simply to protect the reli- 
gious status of the convert. Presumably, a non-Christian spouse could con- 
tinue to worship her own gods as long as she did not interfere with her 
husband’s worship.'"? 

Other canons forbid Christians to dine with Jews or to employ Jewish 
physicians (C. 28 q. 2 c. 13), prohibitions certainly applicable to other non- 
Christians as well. The Decretales includes bans on the employment of Jew- 
ish nurses for children (5.6.13) and forbids secular rulers from employing 
non-Christians, specifically Jews and pagans, in public offices.(5.6.16) Here 
again, the canonists walked a narrow line, forbidding Christians to abuse 
Jews and, presumably, other nonbelievers (5.6.9) and encouraging efforts to 
convert them without, at the same time, having too much personal contact 
with them. The assumption underlying these canons was that there would be 
nonbelievers dwelling within Christian society and that they should not be 
persecuted. On the other hand, there is no sense that the nonbeliever had the 
right to his or her nonbelief. The expectation again would seem to have been 
that the nonbelievers would be more inclined to become Christians if the ad- 
vantages, spiritual and material, of doing so were made clear. 

By the beginning of the thirteenth century, Christians had a great deal of 
evidence at their disposal that the Jews and Muslims who dwelled within 
Christian society were not going to convert en masse, which was the way in 
which medieval Christians understood the process of religious conversion. 
No Jewish or Muslim Clovis had arisen to lead his people to the baptismal 
font.'* Christians had justified the toleration of non-Christians in order to 
provide them with access to Christian teaching. Rather than using force to 
bring non-Christian subjects of Christian rulers to the baptismal font, Chris- 
tians were to teach nonbelievers by their good example and virtuous way of 
life. While it would be possible to argue that the Christians could have been 
more patient, waiting longer for the nonbelievers to see the light, it seems to 
me that they became impatient because they believed that the process of con- 
version was a rapid one: that is to say, once people were introduced to Chris- 
tian teaching, they would quickly accept it. The famous conversion stories 
after all described rapid conversion (that is, baptism) of large numbers of 


Medieval Canon Lawyers 121 


nonbelievers following the lead of their rulers. Constantine and Clovis were 
the great models of corporate conversion. Reaching back to the New Testa- 
ment there was also the example of Pentecost, a miraculous event involving 
the conversion of hundreds of individuals at once. By the thirteenth century, 
it was even possible for Christians to argue that the failure of Jews and Mus- 
lims to convert was due to some fundamental moral flaw that they possessed. 

Jews and Muslims did not fit the mold of the ancient Romans or of the 
early medieval Franks. They were people who possessed a fully articulated 
theology and institutional structures to maintain their beliefs. Unlike the an- 
cestors of medieval Europeans, they could contend intellectually with Chris- 
tian teaching and, because they tended to live in autonomous communities, 
they could reinforce one another’s resistance to Christian pressures to con- 
vert. Paradoxically, the ghettoization of Jews and Muslims required by the 
Fourth Lateran Council may well have made it more difficult to convert 
them to Christianity. If they had been scattered among the Christian popula- 
tion, they might have succumbed more readily to Christian pressures than if 
they remained in their own communities. It is also worth pointing out that 
when Jews and Muslims were eventually exiled from European kingdoms, it 
was the secular rulers, not the Church, that took the lead. 

To leave the issue of toleration in the thought of the canonists at this 
point, however, would be to neglect some mid-thirteenth-century hints of a 
theoretical basis for toleration in the canonistic tradition. These hints appear 
in a somewhat peculiar place, Innocent IV’s discussion of the right of cru- 
saders to seize the lands of the Muslims. The commentary contains two brief 
and rudimentary discussions of rights that could contribute to forming a 
basis for a theory of toleration. What makes these discussions especially in- 
teresting is the way in which Innocent at least discusses the application of the 
same principles to Christian and non-Christian societies equally. 

Speaking as a canonist, Innocent IV (1243-54), Sinibaldo dei Fieschi, ar- 
gued that while the crusaders could legitimately take back the Holy Land 
and other lands that the Muslims had seized from Christians in unjust wars, 
they could not legitimately seize other Muslim lands because the Muslims 
could be presumed to possess them legitimately.'° He went on to state that all 
men have the right to dominium, that is, the right to property and lordship. 
As a result, presumably a Muslim or other non-Christian who acquired 
property in a Christian society could not be deprived of that property simply 
by virtue of being a non-Christian. That being the case, nonbelievers could 
not presumably be forcibly deprived of their possessions and forced into 
exile. Innocent also raised the question of whether infidels could lay a claim 
to Europe similar to the one that Christians laid to the Holy Land, namely, 
that the ancient inhabitants of Europe having been infidels and the Chris- 


122 James Muldoon 


tians having deprived them of their legitimate dominium, a contemporary in- 
fidel ruler could legitimately wage war against Christian Europe in order to 
reinstate its infidel rulers. Obviously Innocent was not about to accept that 
argument, but his answer was interesting. He argued that the situations were 
not identical because ancient infidel societies converted en masse, the rulers 
leading their people to the new faith. Thus, Christians did not conquer Eu- 
rope as the Holy Land and other areas had been conquered by the Muslims, 
In the second place, according to Innocent IV, non-Christian rulers were 
obliged to tolerate the religious practices of their Christian subjects. For ex- 
ample, if a non-Christian subordinate ruler continued to hold land in a re- 
gion retaken legitimately by Christians, he could continue to govern so long 
as he did not interfere with the religious practices of his Christian subjects. If 
he did so, his Christian overlord could deprive him of his lands and jurisdic- 
tion. Furthermore, an independent non-Christian ruler must allow Christian 
missionaries to enter his lands and, presumably, he must leave them in peace. 
Failure to do so would justify the entry of Christian warriors under papal li- 
cense to protect the missionaries. Here the right of a people to self-rule is sub- 
ordinated to the overriding responsibility of the Church to preach its 
message to all mankind. 

The most interesting part of this commentary, however, does not con- 
cern the obligation of non-Christians to tolerate Christians, it concerns 
whether Christians were obliged to tolerate the preachers of other religions 
who wished to enter Christendom. Specifically, Innocent IV asked whether 
Christian rulers had to allow entry to such missionaries. In response, he ar- 
gued that the two cases were not identical, this time because “they are in 
error and we are on the way of truth.” I should add that Innocent did not 
deny Muslims the right to travel in Christian lands, only the right to preach 
there. 

There is one other point that Innocent IV made relating to religious tol- 
eration that is worth examining, although it bears only indirectly on the issue 
of the toleration of Muslims. The limited toleration allowed Jews and Mus- 
lims living within Christian societies was rooted in their links to Christianity 
by way of the Bible. Islam was, after all, seen as a kind of Christian heresy, 
though obviously not a heresy in the narrow legal sense of the term because 
that would have assumed that the Muslims were baptized. Furthermore, the 
Jews and Muslims were monotheists, as were the Christians, and because of 
their adherence to the Old Testament ban on graven images, they could not 
be accused of idolatry. However, those other non-Christians, known collec- 
tively as infidels were another matter. According to Innocent IV, idolatry was 
against the natural law known to all men. Therefore, Christians had the 
right—indeed, the obligation—to destroy the idols worshiped by the infidel 


Medieval Canon Lawyers 123 


subjects of Christian ruler. Given the importance of rituals attached to idols 
in various infidel religions, the ban on idols was tantamount to banning the 
religion entirely. Thus, in practice, it would appear that toleration could not 
be extended to most, if not all, societies defined as idolatrous. At the very 
least, when Christians conquered the lands of idol worshippers, they could— 
and should—destroy the idols. 

As I indicated at the beginning, the medieval canon lawyers did not de- 
vote a great deal of attention to the issue of religious toleration. At the same 
time, they were not oblivious of at least some of the issues that toleration in- 
volved. In some ways, their writings, brief though they were, were not unlike 
the debates about religious toleration that roiled Europe during the wars of 
religion and were also associated with European overseas expansion into the 
New World. If the twelfth- and thirteenth-century canon lawyers were the 
creators of a persecuting society, then what were the civil and common 
lawyers who staffed the early modern European royal bureaucracies? 
Clearly the problem of religious toleration was far too complicated for sim- 
ple solutions, then or now. Rather than condemning the canonists out of 
hand, it is more rewarding to understand why they thought as they did even 
when we do not agree with them. 
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William of Tyre, the Muslim Enemy, 
and the Problem of Tolerance 


RAINER CHRISTOPH SCHWINGES 


TT? talk of William of Tyre, the Muslim enemy, and the problem of toler- 
ance actually means to thematize the political, juridical, ideological 
and religious dilemmas of the Holy Land in the era of the Crusades, that is to 
say, the irresolvable conflict of interests between Christians and Muslims. 
The renowned chronicler,'! Prince of the Church, and Chancellor of the 
Court of Jerusalem, William of Tyre, very consciously placed himself within 
this conflict, although his attempts to resolve it with the means at his disposal 
in the second half of the twelfth century were doomed, as we know.* He was 
fully aware of the fact that two powerful religious traditions were struggling 
against each other for the sole possession of power. William, too, claimed the 
Holy Land as Christ’s legacy to Christianity. Remarkably, however, he did 
not entirely deny his Muslim opponents’ claims to the very same land. 
Rather, the final Christian victory was in the hand of God. 

In William’s day and age (he was born in the Holy City in about 1130 
and died in 1186), this concession to the enemy of his faith and of his native 
Jerusalem was an extraordinary political and intellectual achievement. It 
could be accomplished only by someone able to dismiss the impersonal and 
rigid concept of the enemy that informed the crusade ideology of the papal 
church, i.e., the image of an evil and satanic enemy of the faith. This rejection 
occurred more or less on all fronts of crusading Christianity—for example, 
in Spain, in the German-Slavic border area, and in the Baltic region. In these 
areas of colonization and territorialization, the traditional image of the op- 
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ponent, and the attitude toward him that had evolved over time, were more 
influential than the abstract or distant point of view of the ideologues. 
Nowhere, however, was the religious antagonism more racially undermined 
than in the Holy Land itself. Here, too, colonization and assimilation sup- 
planted the crusade ideology that had formed the intellectual basis of the 
Latin Christian domination in the Orient and had guaranteed a continuous 
flow of pilgrims, warriors, and settlers. 

Soon after the conquest of Jerusalem in 1099, the Christian Frankish 
lords integrated themselves into the Syro-Palestinian political system and 
found a modus vivendi with their Islamic neighbors. Treaties were made and 
kept, as a rule; battles were fought with and against one another, and the 
fronts between Christians and Muslims were not always clear-cut. Western- 
ers got accustomed to oriental ways of life. Accordingly, the image of the 
enemy changed little by little. This is not the least reason for the ambiguous 
and distrustful relationship between the Christians recently arrived from Eu- 
rope, who found these changes difficult to understand, and the longer- 
established Oriental Franks.‘ 

William of Tyre was not only a witness to this development but also its 
most resolute propagator. He was an eminent scholar, part of both the Occi- 
dental and Oriental cultures. Educated first at the obviously important 
school of the church of the Holy Sepulchre, he then studied the liberal arts— 
theology and Roman law, above all—in Paris, Orléans, and Bologna, and he 
was able to interpret Eastern writings, whether of Christian or non-Christian 
provenance. Besides French and Latin, he spoke or read Greek and perhaps 
Arabic, too. Thus, the intellectual Eastern traditions and the scholastic ra- 
tionality of the Western schools converged in William of Tyre in a most fruit- 
ful symbiosis, making him the most important intellectual of the Oriental 
Franks in the twelfth century.> William of Tyre, one of the orientales latini (as 
he often proudly designated his countrymen and thus implicitly himself), de- 
veloped a specifically Oriental attitude that went far beyond mere political 
and economic pragmatism. Any conflicts with the Islamic neighbors were 
considered separately from the universal sphere of the Western ideologues; 
William, facing his and the Muslim’s patria, territorialized or, rather, orien- 
talized them.° 

At this point a methodological remark may be useful: Jerusalem’s politi- 
cian and chronicler did not express his views on the relationships between 
Christians and Muslims in an integrated way. He did not draw up any guide- 
lines on how to conduct affairs with the opponent. William’s views emerge 
only if one collects the numerous isolated remarks made throughout his 
Chronicon. However, there is a methodological risk inherent in this proce- 
dure, since we are dealing with an artificial aggregate that might exaggerate 


126 Rainer Christoph Schwinges 


or even falsify William’s true position. Fortunately, however, it is possible to 
verify his statements exactly by examining in the same aggregative manner 
the Old French translation of William’s original, the so-called Estoire de Ey- 
acles written in Northern France during the first half of the thirteenth cen- 
tury. If one compares these two texts, William’s position emerges very clearly 
from the counterimages and contradictions. His Old French translator often 
clearly refused to adhere to the original, altering the author’s views, reinter- 
preting, weakening, falsifying, suppressing, or simply misunderstanding 
them—in conformity with the Western Crusaders’ mental image of an 
enemy. William’s position, and thereby the difference between the oriental 
and Occidental positions, emerges all the more vividly.” 

I should like to present William’s position here under three different but 
nonetheless related aspects: first, under the aspect of religion, of his interpre- 
tation of Islam; second, under a sociocultural aspect of his attitude towards 
Muslim people, especially towards individual enemies; and, third, under 
the aspect of law, the juridical aspect of the mutual relationships. And finally, 
I will make some remarks on the problem of tolerance with regard to 
William’s position. 


Islam 


William’s attitude to Islam corresponds with what was normally ex- 
pected of a medieval Christian archbishop. He viewed Islam as a “doctrina 
pestilens” and “superstitio,” the Prophet Mohammed as a “subversor” and 
“primogenitus Sathanae.” * However, one notices that there are no semantic 
fields exclusively reserved for Islam, but that the language in which William 
expresses his ideas is indeterminate, in so far as the same words are also used 
for those Christians who were guilty of any moral or political transgressions 
of William’s precepts. His linguistic indeterminacy might reveal an undercur- 
rent of indifference beneath his unambiguous rejection of the alien doctrine. 
The different positions, regarding Islam, of the Greek Orthodox Church, of 
the Eastern churches, and of the Latin Church, cannot be discussed here. Let 
it suffice to say that William of Tyre, living on Oriental soil, adopted the Ori- 
ental interpretation of Islam. The Byzantines and the Latins generally con- 
sidered Islam as paganism or occasionally—and only among the 
educated—as a Christian heresy. In the Oriental opinion, however, Islam ap- 
peared as an autonomous world religion, superior to paganism, and related 
to Christianity in its monotheism and, especially, in having the same God. 
Islam even participated in the Divine Plan of Salvation, albeit on a level of in- 
ferior religious perfection.’ 

William accepted this tradition. In his monumental work, comprising 
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nearly 1100 pages in Robert Huygens’s new edition, he strictly avoided the 
term paganus. In the Latin usage, and especially in his sources, paganus is a 
polemical term for the followers of an organized heathen cult that denies 
God. William preferred the term infidelis, which describes, in analogy to the 
infidelity of Judaism, merely a different attitude to God that diverges from 
that of the Christians.'° He was convinced of a fundamental consensus be- 
tween Islam and Christianity, of a magis consentire, even, with respect to the 
Shia.'! William knew that he was in agreement with the Muslims with regard 
to their respective worship of the one and only God of Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob. Although he rejected dogmatic Islam as such, he appreciated it as a re- 
ligious system that might also, even though only within its own limits, teach 
its followers to fear God and to live piously. Thus, the scholarly Oriental 
Frank left the Western tradition, actually adopting the Oriental one, a tradi- 
tion that had originated soon after the expansion of Islam in the seventh cen- 
tury and that always emphasized the resemblances between the two religions 
rather than the differences, as was the case in the Western idea of the Cru- 
sades. The archbishop of Tyre was consistent in that he tolerated mosques in 
the city of Tyre.! 


Muslim People 


Social and cultural behavior benefited considerably from William’s in- 
terpretation of Islam. As he did not regard the Muslims as pagans but as be- 
lievers, although of a different kind, he was freer to view his enemies as 
human beings in their own right. Although the Muslims were and remained 
the enemies of his land and faith, he was nevertheless aware of their personal 
characteristics. In the early days of the Crusades, the authors of his sources 
would go no farther than to consider their foes as valiant men.” William, 
however, was far more interested in their human virtues and vices, in their 
abilities and achievements, even if they were used to the detriment of his na- 
tive Jerusalem. It is significant that in the twenty-three volumes of his Chron- 
icon almost all the assessments that emphasize the non-Christian character 
of the Muslims occur in the first fifteen books, i.e., in those based on and in- 
fluenced by the major Western chroniclers of the Crusades (for example, Al- 
bert of Aachen or Fulcher of Chartres). In the volumes from the sixteenth 
onward, which are not based on any identifiable model, this aspect fades out 
and finally disappears entirely. Even a general term such as infidelis has been 
removed from the terminology used to describe personalities; the personal 
epithet has taken its place (an epithet, admittedly, reserved for princes and 
noblemen, who were his peers and members of his political class, even 
though they adhered to a different faith). 
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Saladin’s uncle, Shirkuh, for example, who conquered Egypt, much ” 
the Franks’ chagrin, was appreciated by William for his self-confidence, his 
eloquence and urbanity. As for Saladin himself, William praised his inte}};. 
gence and political perspicacity, while yet sharply criticizing, in traditiona| 
terms of warfare, his tyranny and arrogance—presumably a sign that 
William was perfectly aware of how dangerous Saladin was to the continued 
Christian rule over Oriental soil. Of the long-standing ally of the Franks, the 
Atabeg Unur of Damascus, he spoke with such deep respect that he even be- 
stowed on him the formal social epithet of dominus, a term William used 
quite selectively even for Christian noblemen. '* 

One of the most impressive portraits is that of Nur-ad-Din, emir of 
Aleppo and Damascus. William credited him with foresight and circumspec- 
tion, with wisdom and restraint in his judgment, and with prudence. He con- 
sidered Nur-ad-Din to be a just, godfearing, religious, and hence happy, 
blessed man (justus, timens Deum, religiosus, felix). These traits, comple- 
mented by intelligence, imaginativeness and vigor, qualified him as both an 
excellent leader of the Muslims and a dangerous opponent of the Christians. 
William was very much aware of this discrepancy. However, he did not pres- 
ent the two sides separately; rather, he integrated these qualities in a rounded 
portrait. Thus, in what amounts to an obituary, William noted on the death 
of the prince: “ Nur-ad-Din (is dead), the greatest persecutor of the Christian 
name and faith, yet a just, shrewd and provident man, and religious accord- 
ing to his people’s tradition.” !° It seems to me that William of Tyre has thus 
acknowledged the Muslim leader as a religious person. One is reminded of 
St. Peter’s speech in the house of the Roman centurion Cornelius in Cae- 
sarea, who is said in the Acts to be a vir religiosus, timens Deum (Acts, 10:2) 
and justus (Acts, 10:22): “But in every nation he that fears him, and works 
righteousness, is accepted with him” (Acts, 10:35) !*. This idea has not ex- 
actly had a great influence on the Christian’s external relationships. It is all 
the more remarkable to find one of its advocates on the scene during the Cru- 
sades. 


Law 


William is consistent, in that his views also inform his juridical opinion. 
To him, the mutual relationships of Christians and Muslims were subject to 
one and the same juridical and world order. Contrary to the predominant 
ideas of the Latin church, which granted infidels only inferior rights, if any, 
William made no distinction whatsoever. He recognized the Muslims as an 
equal and sovereign people. For William did not hesitate to grant his hostile 
neighbors the right to their native land, their freedom, property and family, 
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and least so, when the territorial or municipal sovereignty of the Muslim 
community was attacked and injured by a Christian army, an army which, in 
its turn, operated in the Holy Land with a claim to defend the hereditas 
Christi, the legacy of Christ. In William’s view, moreover, the Muslims were 
entitled not only to defend themselves against Christian injuriae, injuries or 
injustices, but even actively to take revenge for injuries suffered leading a bel- 
lum justum, a just war. This right was absolute, that is to say, it was valid 
even when the Christians also claimed the same right. As a matter of course 
and logically consistent with this, the Muslims’ rights were complemented 
with the lex pactorum, the law of contract, as a formal basis for the equality 
of Muslims and Christians according to the medieval jus gentium. Simply 
out of political necessity, William was deeply convinced that contracts must 
be observed without restriction, even with infidels. To the learned jurist, this 
obligation was founded not only in Roman Church Law (pacta sunt ser- 
vanda), but even more so in the righteousness of God. Thus, a breach of con- 
tract by the Christians was ample legitimation for the justa causa of war, 
even on the soil of the Holy Land.!” 

From the great number of relevant observations, I would like to select an 
early example (bk. 13, chap. 18). This will also show that William’s concept 
of a common juridical order in Palestine did not develop during the years 
spent writing the Chronicon. Rather, it was available from the start for a gen- 
eral assessment of events in the Orient. In 1126 a great battle took place be- 
tween the Franks, led by King Baldwin II, and the Damascene, led by their 
Atabeg Tughtigin. William’s comment was as follows: “In their zeal, incited 
by their King, the Franks attempted to take revenge for the injuries done to 
God as well as to themselves. But Tughtigin, too, encouraged and inflamed 
his men, asserting that they were leading a just war for their wives and chil- 
dren, and for freedom, which is even more important, and that they were de- 
fending the soil of their fathers against robbers.” !* By this example, William 
of Tyre placed right against right, thus gaining insight into the subjectivity of 
law—an insight that was totally alien to traditional Christian martial law, 
since there could be no justa causa ex utraque parte, no just cause of war on 
either side.'? Because of this insight, the chronicler will have to be granted an 
eminent position in the history of medieval jus gentium, or international 
law.?° 

As I have already observed, the recognition of the opponent’s claim to 
wage a just war in the same place put William in a difficult position. It re- 
sulted in a conflict of interests impossible to resolve with humane, legal 
means. Both the Christians and the Muslims made claims to the Holy Land 
by adducing historic rights. One party referred to the legacy of Christ, the 
other to that of their fathers. There, indeed, the decision of whether to favor 
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Christian or medieval international law lay in the hand of God. William 
must have been convinced that God did not seem to wish to resolve the con- 
flict solely at the Muslims’ expense. In his account of the battle of 1126, men- 
tioned earlier, in which each party believed itself to be in the right, he even 
has next to God the apostle Paul intercede on behalf of the Muslims to save 
them from complete defeat. This battle was waged at the heavily symbolic 
place where Saul, the fierce persecutor of Christians, became Paul, the doctor 
gentium, the teacher of the peoples, or of the infidels.?! 

It becomes quite clear that William of Tyre considered the enmities on 
the soil of his fatherland as largely separate from the Western ideological 
context, attempting instead to present them as locally and regionally limited 
conflicts for domination. Both the Muslims and the Christians attacked and 
defended each other’s territories and rights of ruling. What was at stake on 
either side was their respective security. Armed pilgrims had become armed 
settlers who had found a new home in the Orient. The concerns of this new 
homeland—such as freedom, family, and heritable property—acquired pri- 
ority. These rights came to be considered as valuable objects of legal protec- 
tion, for the defense of which no crusading spirit was necessary. An attack 
against property was a sufficiently just cause for war. William granted his 
Muslim neighbors the same material grounds for legitimate war, regardless 
of whether they happened to be allies or enemies. After all, both Muslims 
and Christians were bound to each other by living in the same area. William 
felt himself an Oriental, though a Latin Oriental, but he was, nevertheless, 
very much concerned not to suppress the other, Islamic, Orient. On the con- 
trary, he wished to be part of it; he wished to participate in the culture, poli- 
tics, and history of the country in which he was born. Thus, he wrote not 
only the history of the Latins but also that of the Muslims, from Mohammed 
up to his own times at about 1184, a testimony to his considerable integra- 
tive power. Unfortunately, this book, the so-called Historia de gestis orien- 
talium principum or Historia de orientalibus principibus et eorum actibus, 
has been lost.” However, the very fact that such a work ever existed is, I be- 
lieve, of extraordinary significance and, in addition, of great rarity. It was a 
work that for once broke through the Christian official “ideology of silence” 
which normally considered the deeds of unbelievers in the light of Christian 
history (which is salvation history) of no written value and their history, 
therefore, unworthy of any proper representation.” 

Under all these circumstances, a war waged for purely religious reasons 
hardly fitted into William’s concept of an enemy, much to the displeasure of 
the Old French translator. In no way did this translator do justice to his orig- 
inal, either with respect to his assessment of Islam and Muslim individuals, 
or concerning the common juridical system, or with regard to “orientaliz- 
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ing” the conflicts. As an exponent of Western ideology, the translator at one 
point makes what might be interpreted as an almost angry statement, chang- 
ing the meaning of the original, when he writes that Christians fought firstly 
for the Faith, then for their lives, for their wives and for their children.”4 

The archbishop of Tyre, however, thought of religious war with bitter- 
ness and resignation, regardless of who waged it. In such wars, he wrote, hu- 
mane laws were suspended, hatred and enmity were inflamed to the utmost, 
and, for lack of other reasons, the mere difference in religious traditions 
would perpetuate strife.2> William noted these ideas in about 1175, at a time 
in which Saladin, sultan of both Egypt and Damascus and the leader in the 
Holy War (the jihad), was increasingly threatening Christian Jerusalem. The 
chances of a compromise between the two fronts were exceedingly slight 
under these circumstances. It is quite tragic that, under the spiritual and in- 
tellectual guidance of the archbishop of Tyre, the willingness of the Oriental 
Franks (at least of an old indigenous part of them) to negotiate was at its 
height, perhaps at exactly the time when the so-called Muslim counter- 
crusade had acquired its final contours.° 


The Problem of Tolerance 


Some years ago I described William’s overall attitudes to Muslims—here 
summarized under the aspects of Islam, Muslim people, and law—as toler- 
ance or, better and more correct, as informal tolerance combined with 
dogmatic intolerance.?’ Some idealists, who fought for arguments of prag- 
matism or Realpolitik, had problems with this description. Nobody, how- 
ever, forced William to write what he did. No Muslim would likely ever have 
seen a line of his monumental work, which was composed in the first place 
for the king, his dynasty, and the Christian public of the court of Jerusalem. 
Thus, William could have written, had he wanted to, without regard to Mus- 
lims or any political or diplomatic affairs. 

William’s tolerance is not to be seen as opposed to pragmatism or Re- 
alpolitik. Medieval tolerance has always been a pragmatic tolerance; one 
tolerated more or less what could not be changed generally or could not be 
changed at the moment.?* The problem is that William of course never used 
the Latin words tolerantia or tolerare in the modern sense of a conscious 
holding of other beliefs, doctrines, opinions, or thoughts. William used 
them only in the sense of enduring or suffering from hunger and thirst. 
However, when he meant tolerance, he, as a well educated man of the “Re- 
naissance of the twelfth century,” expressed himself by using known syn- 
onyms from classical Latin—for example, humanitas, moderatus, discretus, 
clementia, pacientia, pacificus—and all these were notions that stood for 
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| tolerance in classical Roman as well as in early Christian thought. ¢, ie 
) me close in the words of the distinguished editor of William’s Chronicoy 
Robert Huygens: “There can also be no doubt that his tolerance wags ae 
than the sum, however important, of political common sense and the 
! lawyer’s respect of agreements.” >! 
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mind-set, which gloried and bedeviled Castile in the Early Modern Era”; see A Society Orga- 
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bridge, Mass.: Blackwell, 1994). 

22. Bullarium ordinis de mercede, 6-7; ACA, Monacales, vol. 2676, Sérv. 
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5. Toleration Denied: Armenia Between East and West in the Era of the Crusades 


1. The traditional date for Armenia’s adoption of Christianity is 301. Armenian historians 
proudly claim Armenia as the first nation to officially adopt Christianity, well in advance of 
Rome. See Leon Arpee, History of Armenian Christianity, From the Beginning to Our Own 
Times (New York: Armenian Missionary Association, 1946), 15-20; and Malachia Ormanian, 
The Church of Armenia, 2d ed. (London: Mowbray, 1955), 8-10. 

2. M. Chahin, The Kingdom of Armenia (New York: Dorset Press, 1991), 201. Armenian 
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12. Although the Roman Church was established in all areas conquered, only Orthodox 
bishops were displaced by Latin clergy. In other territories Latins founded new dioceses. 
Bernard Hamilton, “The Armenian Church and the Papacy at the Time of the Crusades,” East- 
ern Churches Review, A Journal of Eastern Christendom, 10 (1978): 61-87, esp. 63. 

13. Chronique de Michel le Syrien, patriarche jacobite d’Antioche (1166-99), ed. and 
trans. Jean Baptiste Chabot, 4 vols. (Paris: Leroux, 1899-1924), 3: 222 (Bk. 14, chap. 1); 
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16. Alberic had invited both the catholicos and the Jacobite patriarch, who also promised 
to promote church union. See Jean Richard, La papauté et les missions d’Orient au moyen age 
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after Fontes], ser. 3, vol. 1, Acta Romanorum Pontificum a S. Clemente ad Coelestinum III (Vat- 
ican City: Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis, 1943), no. 395, 811-13. The letter of the catholicos has 
not been preserved. The translation was done by St. Nerses of Lampron, archbishop of Tarsus. 

19. According to a colophon by Nerses of Lampron at the end of his translation of the let- 
ters of Lucius III and Clement III, Leon II, who had assumed control of Cilicia in 1189, expected 
a crown at the hands of Barbarossa. See Garegin I. Hovsepian, Colophons of Manuscripts [in 
Armenian] (Antilias: n.p., 1951), col. 538, cited in Der Nersessian, “Kingdom of Cilician Arme- 
nia,” 646, n. 19. After Barbarossa’s untimely death (1190), Leon pressed the issue in embassies 
to both pope and emperor. Henry VI, preparing to go on crusade, sent his chancellor, Conrad, 
bishop of Hildesheim, with the papal legate Conrad, archbishop of Mainz, to crown both 
Aimery of Cyprus and Leon of Armenia, (Der Nersessian, “Kingdom of Cilician Armenia,” 
643-47). 

20. These probably included, in addition to Catholicos Gregory VI; John, archbishop of 
Sis; St. Nerses of Lampron, bishop of Tarsus; and Joseph, Armenian archbishop of Antioch. See 
Hamilton “Armenian Church and the Papacy,” 71, and Der Nersessian, “Kingdom of Cilician 
Armenia,” 647. 

21. Vartan the Great, for example, writing in the next century, recast the 1184 submission 
as an appeal against persecution begun by Alexius Angelus (1185-95). Extrait de l’Histoire Uni- 
verselle de Vartan le Grand, RHC Arm; 1: 438. See Hamilton’s analysis, “Armenian Church and 
the Papacy,” 69 n. 40 there. 

22. Guiragos of Kantzag (Kirakos of Kantzag), RHC Arm., 1: 422-24. Details surrounding 
the coronation were also reported by Sempad (RHC Arm., 1: 634-35). 


at 
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23. After Leon II and Catholicos Gregory IV wrote to Innocent in 1199, professing devo- 
tion to Rome and requesting help against Muslims, the pope’s response, In Ecclesiam suam, ask- 
ing the king to further union in the entire Armenian Church, demonstrated that he knew only a 
part had submitted to Rome. Fontes, Ser. 3, vol. 2, Acta Innocentii PP III (1198-1216), ed. P. 
Theodosius Haluscynskyj (Vatican: Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis, 1944), no. 12, 201-2. 

24. Per diutinam experientiam, making Albert, the Latin patriarch of Antioch, a papal 
legate, and Venerabilis frater noster, to Constantine I, catholicos of Armenia, making him sub- 
ject to the patriarch (Fontes, ser. 3, vol. 3, Acta Honorii III [1216-1241] et Gregorii IX 
[1227-1241], ed. Aloysius I. Tautu [Vatican City: Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis, 1950], nos. 
240-41, pp. 319-20). Patriarch Albert made this suggestion during political turmoil in Cilicia, 
probably at the behest of Bohemond V of Antioch, who sought to undermine Hetoum 1’s posi- 
tion by challenging the validity of his marriage; see Hamilton, “Armenian Church and the Pa- 
pacy,” 78-79. 

25. In Sacrosancta Romana Ecclesia, addressed in separate copies on March 1, 1239, to Is- 
abella and Hetoum I, queen and king of Armenia, Gregory confirmed the validity of their mar- 
riage and confirmed all customary privileges (Fontes, ser. 3, vol. 3, nos. 253-54, pp. 332-33, the 
passage is translated by Hamilton in “Armenian Church and the Papacy,” 79-80). Gregory sent 
a new pallium to the catholicos (Fontes, ser. 3, vol. 3, no. 258, 335-36), recognized the auton- 
omy of the Armenian Church, and extended its privileges. No one was to preach in Armenia 
without special license from the pope, catholicos, or an Armenian ordinary (Fontes, ser. 3: vol. 
3; no. 255, 333), and Armenian churches in Jerusalem and elsewhere were subjected directly to 
the catholicos (Fontes, ser. 3: vol. 3; no. 256, 334). 

26. Concerning this synod see Tournebize, Histoire politique et religieuse de l’Arménie, 
290-91. Atiya errs in terming this the successful conclusion of negotiations for union, after 
which “catholicos after catholicos declared the profession of faith in accordance with the 
Roman creed” (History of Eastern Christianity, 333). 

27. For an overview of medieval mission activity, see Kenneth S. Latourette, The Thousand 
Years of Uncertainty, vol. 2 of A History of the Expansion of Christianity, (New York: Harper, 
1938-45). When interest in preaching to infidels and schismatics revived as the thirteenth cen- 
tury opened, mendicant orders took the lead. Papal involvement can be dated from Pope Gre- 
gory IX’s mission bull Cum hora undecima, originally issued in 1235 (Fontes, ser. 3: vol. 3: no. 
210, 286-87). James Muldoon, in Popes, Lawyers and Infidels (Philadelphia: Univ. of Pennsyl- 
vania Press, 1979), 36-38, analyzes the bull in the context of canon law. 

28. Quia corporali praesentia sent Lawrence as plenipotentiary to the Greeks, Armenians, 
and others in the East. Fontes, 3: 4: t. 1, Acta Innocentii PP IV (1243-54), ed. Meletius M. Wo- 
jnar (Rome: Typis Vaticanis, 1962), no. 31, 73-74. 

29. See Biblioteca Bio-Bibliografica della Terra Santa e dell’Oriente Francescano, ed. Giro- 
lamo Golubovich, 5 vols. (Florence: Collegio di San Bonaventura, 1906), 1: 216 (hereafter cited 
as BTS). Hamilton “Armenian Church,” 80, sees this as papal acknowledgment that many Ar- 
menian clergy and people rejected union with Rome and remained in schism (“Armenian 
Church and the Papacy,” 80). 

30. Several ambassadors dispatched to the Mongols by Innocent IV returned in 1248 with 
letters demanding unconditional submission to the khan. One ambassador, Friar Ascelinus, 
brought emissaries from a Mongol general, Baiju, whom he had encountered in Armenia, to the 
papal court at Lyons. Another, Friar John of Plano Carpini, returned with a letter from Khan 
Giiyiik. For Ascelinus, see Gregory G. Guzman, “Simon of Saint-Quentin and the Dominican 
Mission to the Mongol Baiju: A Reappraisal,” Speculum 46 (1971): 232-49; and Jean Richard, 
Simon de Saint-Quentin: Histoire des Tartares (Paris: Geuthner, 1965). Plano Carpini’s History 
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of the Mongols is translated in Mission to Asia, ed. Christopher Dawson (originally published in 
1955 as The Mongol Mission; reissued, Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1980), 3-76, 
along with the khan’s letter demanding submission (85-86). Innocent’s November 22, 1248, 
reply to the Mongols urged them to stop their slaughter, but expressed no desire for further dia- 
logue; Les Registres d’Innocent IV, ed. E. Berger, 4 vols. (Paris: Thorin, 1884-1921), 2: no. 
4682. The papacy was slow to renew even missionary contact. Igor de Rachewiltz, in Papal En- 
voys to the Great Khans (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1971), 118, concludes that Inno- 
cent shut the door to further contact at this time. 

31. Steven Runciman, “The Crusader States, 1243-1291,” in Setton, ed., A History of the 
Crusades, 2: 557-98, esp. 571-72. The anti-Mongol crusade was authorized by the bull Cum in 
hora, July 15, 1258; August Potthast, Registra pontificum romanorum, 2 vols. (Berlin: Decker, 
1874-75), 1: no. 17347. Hiilegii, who later became the first IIkhan, began his campaign in Per- 
sia in 1256, reduced the Assassins’ strongholds in 1256-57, and captured Baghdad in 1258. Bo- 
hemond was excommunicated for his Mongol alliance by Urban IV on May 26, 1263. 

32. Hamilton explains the ephemeral church union as primarily a political manifestation: 
“In these circumstances, when the Papacy was hostile to the Mongols and the Cilicians were de- 
pendent on [them], it is not surprising that the Armenian union with Rome should have broken 
down. The Armenian Church was even less willing than the Cilician King to offend the Mon- 
gols, since Greater Armenia formed part of the Mongol Empire” (“Armenian Church and the 
Papacy,” 81). 

33. Relation de la Conférence tenue entre le docteur Mekhitar de Daschir envoyé de 
Catholicos Constantine ler et le légat du pape a Saint-Jean d’Acre, RHC Arm., 1: 697; trans- 
lated by Hamilton in “Armenian Church and the Papacy,” 82. The bishop of Bethlehem was 
Thomas de Lentini. 

34. For diplomacy leading up to the council and the problem of religious union at it, see 
Deno Geanakoplos, “Bonaventure, the Two Mendicant Orders and the Greeks at the Council of 
Lyons (1274),” in The Orthodox Church and the West (Oxford: Blackwell, 1976), 183-211, 
and Emperor Michael Palaeologus and the West (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Univ. Press, 
1959); Burkhard Roberg, Die Union zwische nder griechischen und der lateinischen Kirche auf 
dem II. Konzil von Lyon (Bonn: Rohrscheid, 1964); and Donald M. Nicol, “The Greeks and the 
Union of Churches: Preliminaries to the 2nd Council of Lyons,” in Medieval Studies Presented 
to Aubrey Gwynn (Dublin: Lochlainn, 1961), 463-80. 

35. The council met from May 7 to July 17, 1274. The Greeks arrived on June 24 and made 
submission at the fourth general session (July 6) (Geanakoplos, Orthodox Church and the West, 
201). 

36. Nicol, judges this creed to have been “terms and conditions of union” (“Greeks and the 
Union of Churches,” 458-59). Heinrich Denzinger, in Enchiridion Symbolorum; definitionum 
et declarationum de rebus fidei et morum, 3st ed., ed. C. Rahner (Rome: Herder, 1958), notes 
that the creed (no. 461, 214-17) was patterned on an early formula (“Statuta ecclesiae anti- 
qua”) of interrogations and answers for the consecration of a bishop. 

37. The Franciscans who negotiated the submission of Emperor Michael (among them, 
Jerome of Ascoli, later Nicholas [V) had particular difficulty because they had to win acceptance 
of the Clementine creed. Michael and his son subscribed, and induced many Greek clergy to do 
so, ultimately provoking extensive schism within the Orthodox Church (Nicol, “Greeks and 
Union,” 463-70; Geanakoplos, Emperor Michael Palaeologus, passim). 

38. After Leon II (prince of Cilicia from 1187, king of Lesser Armenia 1198-1219) came to 
power, the Armenian court was rapidly transformed on the pattern of Frankish courts. As 
Armenia’s ancient feudal system gradually modified in imitation of the Western model, barons 
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became more closely tied to the king and lost independence, which nakharars had formerly en- 
joyed. Indicative of this change was their adoption of the Assizes of Antioch, translated by Sem- 
pad, constable during Hetoum I’s reign. Ironically, these assizes have survived only in the 
Armenian version. Der Nersessian, “Kingdom of Cilician Arrmenia,” 650-51, and Leonce Alis- 
han, Assises d’Antioche reproduites en francais et publiées ata sixieme centenaire de la mort de 
Sempad le Connétable (Venice: Imprimerie Arménienne, 1876). 

39. Rachewiltz, Papal Envoys, 150-57; Kenneth M. Setton, The Papacy and the Levant 
(1204-1571), 4 vols. (Philadelphia: American Philosophical Society, 1976-84), 1: 115-17; and 
René Grousset, The Empire of the Steppes, trans. N. Walford (New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers 
Univ. Press, 1970), 353-71. 

40. Other Mongol rulers also welcomed missionaries in the latter thirteenth century. About 
1266, Qubilai used the Polos to request that “men of learning, thoroughly acquainted with the 
Christian religion” be sent to his court; The Travels of Marco Polo, ed. M. Komroff, rev. from 
Marsden’s translation (New York: Modern Library, 1926), 8. Missionaries customarily received 
a yarligh of privileges, which conferred a license to preach and protection from local opposition 
to their activities, even in the khanate of the Golden Horde (Qipchaq), where a yarligh was 
granted to Franciscans at least as early as the reign of Mongke Temiir (1267-80), and later con- 
firmed by Ozbeg (1313-41), who had converted to Islam; M. Bihl and A. C. Moule, Tria nova 
documenta de missionibus F M Tartariae Aquilonaris, in Archivum franciscanum historicum 17 
(1924); 55-71. 

41. De locis Fratrum Minorum et Predicatorum in Tartaria (British Museum codex Nero 
A. IX, fol. 100 v°, reproduced in BTS, 2: 72), compiled about 1330, lists missionary establish- 
ments in Tartar lands. For the Franciscans thirty-five are indicated; five in Cathay (China), eight- 
een in Tartaria Aquilonari (Qipchaq and the northern Caucasus), and 12 in Tartaria orientali 
(Persia, Azerbaijan, and Greater Armenia). For the Dominicans five are indicated: two in Tar- 
taria Aquilonari and three in Tartaria orientali. 

42. For Clement V’s appointment of John of Montecorvino, OFM, as first archbishop of 
Khan-baliq, see Arthur C. Moule, Christians in China Before the Year 1500 (New York: 
Macmillan, 1926), 182-89; and Richard, La papauté, 144 ff. For John XXII’s appointment of 
Franco of Perugia (de Perusio), O.P., as first archbishop of Sultaniyya, see R. Loenertz, La So- 
ciété des Fréres Pérégrinants (Rome: Ad S. Sabinae, 1937), 137-41; and Richard, La papauté, 
169 ff. 

43. The bull Redemptor noster (April 1, 1318; BTS, 3: 200-4) placed the Ilkhanate, 
Chaghatai Khanate, India, and Ethiopia in the care of the archbishop of Sultaniyya, apparently 
responding to an idea raised by William Adam, O.P., whose De modo Saracenos extirpandi, 
written after missionary travels in Persia and across the Indian Ocean, reported the existence of 
numerous Christian peoples. The pope may have hoped to raise fighting forces there to assist in 
a future crusade (See Richard, La papauté, 70). 

44. Of the six suffragan sees established for Sultaniyya by Redemptor noster, four (Sivas, 
Tabriz, Dehkhvaregan [Azar Shahr], and Maragha) were along the chief route between the Cili- 
cian port of Ayas and Sultaniyya, and were in or adjacent to Greater Armenia. (Richard, La pa- 
pauté, 175-76). 

45. Many Franciscans had entered Armenia in the final decades of the thirteenth century. 
An OFM convent, enjoying Mongol support, was founded at Sebastea (Sivas) c. 1279. The 
Franciscans were reinforced in 1289 when a large party of spirituals, who had departed for the 
east with Montecorvino, remained in Cilicia when he went on to China. By 1292 there was a 
custodia in Cilicia, comprising at least three convents, and another at Tabriz. BTS, 1: 339 and 
355; 2: 516-18. 
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46. Continuator of Samuel of Ani, RHC Arm., 1: 462-63, cited by Hamilton, “Armenian 
Church and the Papacy,” 84. 

47. For the Order of the Friars Unitors of Armenia, see Loenertz, Société des Fréres Péré- 
grinants, 141-50. His survey relies heavily upon the work of M. A. Van den Oudenrijn, whose 
many contributions to this history he cites (141 n. 18). The Unitors’ rule was based on that of 
the Dominicans. 

48. Loenertz, Société des Fréres Pérégrinants, 190. An October 15, 1321, letter to Zachary 
from Pope John XXII, inviting him to adopt the rite of the Roman Church in celebrating the Eu- 
charist and in extreme unction, suggests that his reconciliation to Rome occurred shortly after 
that time; Fontes, ser. 3: vol. 7: t. 2, Acta Ioannis XXII (1317-1334), ed. Aloysius I. Tautu (Vat- 
ican City: Typis Vaticanis, 1952), no. 47, p. 99. See Richard, La papauté, 203-4. 

49. The two bishops were Nerses Balientz (of Orni, later titular bishop of Manzikert) and 
Simeon Bech of Theotopolis (Erzerum); Richard, La papauté, 210; and Loenertz, Société des 
Freres Pérégrinants, 188. 

50. Richard, La papauté, 204-5. Many commentators have identified Zorzor with the 
monastery of St. Thaddeus, southwest of Maku (now in Iran, some 40 kilometers from the Ar- 
menian border), but there is still debate over Zorzor’s exact location (see 205, n. 141). 

51. Nerses, bishop of Qrna, for example, incurred the wrath of Catholicos James I, when 
(c. 1335) he traveled to Sis to express doubts about the validity of his own consecration because 
his baptism and ordination had been according to the traditional Armenian rite (Richard, La pa- 
pauté, 210-11). 

52. Hamilton, “Armenian Church and the Papacy,” 86. But he errs in blaming church 
union in Cilicia for having “creat[ed] a prejudice against the Holy See among those segments of 
the Armenian Church which had not been subject to Frankish influence.” Rather, antipapal 
prejudice and rejection of church union, things not voiced in earlier phases of the relationship 
between Rome and the Armenian Church, followed exposure to Western missionary influence. 

53. Despite political struggles, Hetoum II (1289-1305) had renewed allegiance to the Mon- 
gol Ilkhanate under Ghazan (1295-1304), a convert to Islam, and assisted in three unsuccessful 
invasions of Syria (the last in 1303). Mamluk pressure began anew in 1304, and Cilicia there- 
after resumed ruinous tribute to Egypt (Der Nersessian, “Kingdom of Cilician Armenia,” 
656-58). 

54. Sis had become the new seat of the catholicate after Hromgla, its residence since c. 
1150, was lost to Mamluks in 1292. This placed the catholicos firmly under the control of the 
king of Cilicia. Other changes endorsed at the synod include suppression of additions to Trisa- 
gion and several minor reforms (Hamilton, “Armenian Church and the Papacy,” 85-86; 
Tournebize, Histoire politique et religieuse de l’Arménie, 309-10. 

55. Atiya notes that although “fifteen patriarchs reigned over Sis from Gregory VII to Gre- 
gory [IX (1294-1441),” the union was never popular with Greater Armenians (History of East- 
ern Christianity, 334). Those opposed elected their own patriarchs, who reigned at Aghthamar. 
This dual arrangement constituted a schism which lasted until the collapse of the Cilician dy- 
nasty, 

56. It was Nerses who had confronted Catholicos James II with his doubts about the effi- 
cacy of Armenian baptism and holy orders in 1335; see n. 51, above. 

$7. On October 10, 1338, Nerses was conditionally reconsecrated and received a pallium; 
see Fontes, ser. 3: vol. 8: Acta Benedicti XII (1334-1342), ed. Aloysius I. Tautu (Vatican City: 
Typis Vaticanis, 1952), no. 60, 232-34. Other Unitor Armenians at Avignon at the same time in- 
clude Martin, archbishop of Edessa, who died about 1342; and John David, a monk from Zor- 
zor, whom the pope named Martin’s successor in 1343 (Richard, La papauté, 211). 


{ : 
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58. Quamvis delicti filii, to Leon, and Dundum ad audientiam, to the newly appointed 
catholicos Mechitar Kernertsi (1342-55), both dated August 1, 1341 (Fontes, ser. 3: vol. 8: 
114-19). 

59. Richard, La papauté, 212. Fontes, ser. 3: vol. 8: 119-55, transcribes the Libellus. These 
letters and the brief Fides Armenorum have been preserved in Reg. Vat. 62, a unique collection 
of 191 letters assembled from fourteenth-century popes (primarily Clement V, John XXII, Bene- 
dict XII, and Clement VI) dealing with the “business of the Tartars, the lands of outremer, inf- 
dels and heretics,” which James Muldoon discusses at length in “The Avignon Papacy and the 
Frontiers of Christendom: The Evidence of Vatican Register 62,” Archivum Historiae Pontifi- 
ciae 17 (1979): 125-95, 

60. The synod was presided over by Catholicos Mechitar and attended by the archbishops 
of Sis, Tarsus, Anazarb, Kayseri, Konya, and Sivas, along with numerous bishops, abbots, arch- 
priests, priests, and teachers. It used as its working document a refutation drafted by the Fran- 
ciscan Daniel of Tabriz, who had been one of Leon V’s ambassadors in 1336 (see Richard, La 
papauté, 213, and sources cited therein). 

61. The two legates were the bishops of Gaete and Coron (Richard, La papauté, 214). 

62. In Quamvis delicti filii Benedict had declared himself less worried because Cilicia’s mil- 
itary situation was deteriorating than because “execrable errors are held by many people in 
Greater and Lesser Armenia and taught (dogmatizantur) there against the Catholic faith” 
(Fontes, ser. 3} vol. 8: 114). 

63. Super quibusdam capitulis, September 29, 1351, from Clement VI “to brother Conso- 
latori, said to be Catholicos of Armenia,” covered both major doctrinal issues, such as the na- 
ture of Christ, and quite minor areas of disagreement, including use of the Latin calendar for 
saints’ feasts. Fontes, ser. 3: vol. 9: Acta Clementis PP VI (1342-1352), ed. Aloysius I. Tautu 
(Rome: Typis Vaticanis, 1960), no. 192, pp. 301-18. As Muldoon, observes, “Clement IV 
stressed the need for the Armenians to adhere closely to the papal mode of practicing the Chris- 
tian faith” (“Avignon Papacy,” 154). 

64. An early sign of this shift was papal use of the creedal statement Credimus Sanctam 
Trinitatem, originally designed to test Greek adherence to Roman doctrine (see nn. 36 and 37, 
above), ina 1319 letter from John XXII to Armenia’s King Oshin (1307-20). Fontes, ser. 3, vol. 
7: t. 2, no. 20, 34-41. 


6. Muslim Taxation under Crusader Rule 


1. A perceptive summary of crusader historiography with regard to this question is pro- 
vided by Raymond C. Smail, in Crusading Warfare (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1956). 

2. The French model is presented in E. G. Rey, Essai sur la domination francaise en Syrie 
durant le moyen dge (Paris: Thunot, 1866); E. G. Rey, Les Colonies franques (Paris: Picard, 
1883); L. Madelin, “La Syrie franque,” Revue des deux mondes 38 (1917); 314-58; L. Madelin, 
L’expansion frangaise de la Syrie au Rhin (Paris: Plon, 1918); and René Grousset, Histoire des 
croisades et du royaume franc de Jerusalem, 3 vols. (Paris: Plon, 1934-36). The contrasting view 
is taken up by Joshua Prawer, Crusaders’ Kingdom (New York: Praeger, 1972); for the use of the 
term apartheid, see p. 524. 

3. See, for example, Claude Cahen, “Notes sur l’histoire des Croisades et de |’Orient latin, 
II: Le régime rural syrien au temps de la domination franque,” Bulletin de la Faculté des Lettres 
de l'Université de Strasbourg 29 (1951): 286-310; and Jonathan Riley-Smith, “The Survival in 
Latin Palestine of Muslim Administration,” in Eastern Mediterranean Lands during the Period 
of the Crusades, ed. Philip Holt (Warminster: Aris and Phillips, 1977), 9-22. George Ostro- 
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gorsky has taken a similar view with regard to the establishment of the Latin empire of Con- 
stantinople in 1204; “[the crusaders] found that they were completely familiar with existing 
conditions, which they could take over without much alteration”; see “Agrarian Conditions in 
the Byzantine Empire in the Middle Ages,” in Cambridge Economic History of Europe, 2d. ed. 
(Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1966), 1: 227. For the opposite view, see Benjamin Z. 
Kedar, “The Crusader Tax of 1183: Innovation or Adaptation?” English Historical Review 89 
(1974): 339-45, who concludes: “Consequently the decree of 1183 fits well into the dominant 
institutional pattern of the crusading Kingdom of Jerusalem: adherence to European practices, 
minimal adaptation to local conditions.” This view is also held, in part, by Prawer: “They [the 
Crusaders] could look back to Spain, North-Western or Southern France, to find a pattern for 
settlement. .. . So we might expect that the Crusaders brought with them from Europe some 
knowledge and experience. Especially religious orders, those persistent keepers of tradition, 
might have brought with them the knowledge of colonization”; see “Colonization Activities in 
the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem,” Revue belge de philologie et d’histoire 29 (1951): 1068. 

4. The major collections of documents relating to the crusaders’ settlement in the Latin 
East consulted for this paper are the following: Le Cartulaire du Chapitre du Saint Sépulcre de 
Jérusalem, ed. G. Bresc-Bautier (Paris: Librarie Orientaliste, 1984) (hereafter cited as Sépulcre); 
Chartes de Terre Sainte provenant de Notre-Dame de Josaphat, ed. F. Delaborde (Paris: Thorin, 
1880) (hereafter: Josaphat); Cartulaire général de l’Ordre des Hospitallers de Saint-Jean de 
Jérusalem (1100-1310), ed. J. Delaville Le Roulx, 4 vols. (Paris: Leroux, 1894-1906) (hereafter 
cited as Hosp.); Regesta Regni Hiersolymitani, ed. Reinhold Rohricht, 2 vols. (Innsbruck: Wag- 
ner, 1893-1904; rpt., New York: B. Franklin, 1961) (hereafter cited as Regesta; Tabulae Ordi- 
nis Theutonici, ed. Ernst Strelkhe (Berlin: Wiedemann, 1869; rpt., Toronto: Univ. of Toronto 
Press, 1972) (hereafter: Theut.); and Urkunden zur alteren Handels- und Staatsgeschichte der 
Republik Venedig, ed. G. Tafel and G. Thomas (Vienna: Hof- und Staatsdruckerei, 1857; rpt., 
Amsterdam: Hakker, 1964) (hereafter cited as Tafel-Thomas). 

5. The examples I have identified: terraticum (Sépulcre, nos. 120, and #121), terragium; 
(Hosp., no. 399), and terraciis; (Theut., no. 57). The term terraticum is also found in Norman 
Sicily; see, for example, Regesta des actes des ducs normands d’ Italie (1046-1127), ed. Léon R. 
Ménager (Bari: Grafica Bigiemme, 1980), 54, 121, 201, 217; see also Donald Matthews, The 
Norman Kingdom of Sicily (New York: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1992), 239. 

6. See Cahen, “Notes,” 300: “C’est cet impot proportionnel sur les recoltes qui est de- 
signée selon les textes tant6t sous le nom occidental de terrage, tantét sous le nom original de 
carragium, c’est 4 dire kharadj”; and Prawer, Crusaders’ Kingdom, 375: “Under cover of the 
Latin name [terraticum], we suspect an earlier Moslem tax, the kharaj”; Jonathan Riley-Smith, 
The Feudal Nobility and the Kingdom of Jerusalem, 1174-1277 (London: Macmillan, 1973), 
44-45, 

7. See the discussion by J. Round and W. Stevenson in “Notes and Documents,” English 
Historical Review 4 (1889): 105-10. 

8. See, for example, Tafel-Thomas, 371. 

9. Cartulaire général de l’ordre du Temple, ed. Marquis d’Albon (Paris: Champion, 
1913), 183-85. 

10. See, for example, the many references, especially no. 684 and no. 901, in the index to 
Cartulary of the Knights of St. Jobn of Jerusalem in England, secunda camera, ed. M. Gervers 
(Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 1982). This fee is also called portagium (see Prawer, Crusaders’ 
Kingdom, 376). Other examples can be found in a document dated 1164-76 from Dublin in 
British Borough Charters, ed. A Ballard (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1913), 184; and in 
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L. Delisle and E. Berger, (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1920), 71. 
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hiberi sibi postulavit eandem.” 
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19. See P. Monet, Inventaire des langues francaise et latine (Geneva: Slatkin, 1973). 
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case, there is here no mention of kharaj or jizya in a specific or general usage. See D. S. Richards, 
“Notes,” Arabica 25 (1978): 203-4. 
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tion in the Early Islamic World (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1984), 112. 

33. See Hans E. Mayer, The Crusades, trans. J. Gillingham, 2d. ed. (New York: Oxford 
Univ. Press, 1988), 165. 
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7. Edward of England and Abagha Ilkhan 


1. Reinhold Réhricht, “La croisade du Prince Edouard d’ Angleterre (1270-1274),” in his 
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to Ibn al-Furat, Ayyubids, Mamlukes and Crusaders: Selections from the Tarikh al-Duwal wa’l- 
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1971), 2: 242-43; Michael Prestwich, Edward I (Berkeley and Los Angeles: Univ. of California 
Press, 1988), 66-76. 

2. This summary is taken from R. Amitai-Preiss, Mongols and Mamluks: The Mamluk- 
Ilkhanid War, 1260-1281 (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1995), 98-99. In general, the 
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failure of the joint [Ikhanid-Frankish campaign more to the latter than to the former. 

3. Rohricht (“Etudes,” 623 n. 35), citing Liber de Antiquis Legibus, ed. T. Stapleton (Lon- 
don: Camden Society, 1846), 143. The translation is from Denis Sinor, “On Mongol Strategy,” 
in Proceedings of the Fourth Altaistic Conference, ed. Ch’en Ch’ieh-hsien (Tainan, Taiwan: De- 
partment of History, National Ch’engkung University, 1975), 224, republished as art. 16 in 
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Denis Sinor, Inner Asia and Its Contacts with Medieval Europe (London: Variorum, 1977). For 
the possibility that Marco Polo’s party had something to do with these negotiations, see John S. 
Critchley, Marco Polo’s Book (Aldershot: Ashgate, 1992), 66-67. 

4. On Samaghar, see Amitai-Preiss, Mongols and Mamluks, index. 

5. See the convenient summary in Prestwich, Edward I, 76; al-Shaghur is mentioned by 
Ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir, al-Rawd al-zahir fi sirat al-malik al-zahir, ed. ‘A-‘A. al-Khuwaytir (Riyad: 
n.p., 1396/1976), 390, which is copied by Ibn al-Furat, ed. Lyons and Lyons, 1: 196 (trans. 2: 
155; see also the comments of Riley-Smith on II, 242-43). 
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Ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir (396-97), who is again copied by Ibn al-Furat, ed. Lyons and Lyons, 1: 197 
(trans. 2: 155). 
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24). 
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rope,” in A History of the Crusades, ed. K. M. Setton, 6 vols. (Madison: Univ. of Wisconsin 
Press, 1961-89), 3: 542. For Frankish activity on the Syrian and Egyptian coast in the aftermath 
of Ghazan’s invasion of the former in 1299-1300, see Sylvia Schein, “Gesta Dei per Mongolos 
1300. The Genesis of a Non-Event,” The English Historical Review 94 (1979): 811-12. In none 
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on the Syrian mainland at the same time. 

9. Ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir, 395-96; copied by Baybars al-Mansuri, Zubdat al-fikra fi ta’rikh 
al-hijra, MS. British Library Add. 23325, fol. 76a-b; Ibn al-Furat, Ta’rikh al-duwal wa’l-muluk, 
MS. Vienna 814, fol. 202a (this passage is not found in the Lyons edition). The last-mentioned 
source is the basis of the account in al-Maqrizi, Kitab al-suluk fi ma‘rifat duwal al-muluk, ed. M. 
M. Ziyada and S. ‘Ashur, (Cairo: s.n., 1934-73), 1: 599-600. This list does not exhaust the 
sources that repeat this passage. 

10. The term mughul would seem to refer to “pure” Mongols, as opposed to the more gen- 
eral and common appellation tatar, which seems to imply the Mongol soldiery as a whole, and 
not only those of Turco-Mongolian origin; see the references given in Amitai-Preiss, Mongols 
and Mamluks, 108, n. 8. 

11. The various sources mention that this advanced force was under the command of a son 
(whose name is variously given as Adak, Afak, Aqbal/Iqbal and Aqal) of Baiju Noyan, the fa- 
mous Mongol general in the Middle East, apparently executed by Hiilegii not long after ‘Ayn 
Jalut; see Amitai-Preiss, Mongols and Mamluks, 160 n. 13. 

12. Al-Yunini, Dhayl mir’at al-zaman (Hyderabad: n.p., 1954-61), 2: 467-68; al-Dhahabi, 
Ta’rikh al-islam, MS. Bodleian Laud 279, fol. 9b; Ibn al-Dawadari, Kanz al-durar wa-jami‘ 
al-ghurar, vol. 8, ed. U. Haarmann (Freiburg and Cairo: Schwartz, 1971), 164-65; Mufaddal 
ibn Abi ’l-Fada’il, al-Nahj al-sadid, in E. Blochet, Histoire des sultans mamlouks, published in 
Patrologia Orientalis, vols. 12, 14, and 20 (Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1919-28), 2034 [of continual 
pagination]; al-Kutubi, ‘Uyun al-tawarikh, vol. 20, ed. F Samir and N. Dawud (Baghdad: 
al-Jumhuriyah al-Iragiyah, Wizirat al-I‘lam, 1980), 417-18. I presume that the original version 
of this account is found in the lost part of Ibn Shaddad’s Ta’rikh al-malik al-zahir; the extant 
part commences only with the later events of A.H. 670. See “L’Estoire des Eracles Empereur,” 
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RHC Occ. 2: 461, for a short Frankish account of this raid, which states that the Mongols 
reached as far south as Homs. 

13. Ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir, 396; al-Yunini, 2: 496-97. 

14. Runciman, History of the Crusades, 3: 336; Lockhart, “Relations,” 24, who for some 
reason writes the force numbered 10,000 to 12,000 men; Igor de Rachewiltz, Papal Envoys to 
the Great Khans (London: SPCK, 1971), 153; Denis Sinor, “The Mongols and Western Ev- 
rope,” 531; J. A. Boyle, “The Il-khans of Persia and the Princes of Europe,” Central Asiatic 

Journal 20 (1976): 30. 

15. A. C. M. D’Ohsson, Histoire des Mongols (Reprint, Tientsin, China: n.p., 1940; origi- 
nal published at The Hague: Van Cleef, 1834-35), 3: 459-60, who unfortunately does not pro- 
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mistakenly writes that there were 10,000 troops from Anatolia, plus Seljug auxiliaries (and the 
smaller force was sent on to north Syria from this large corps). 

16. Grousset, Histoire, 3: 662; J. Richard, “The Mongols and the Franks,” Journal of 
Asian History 3 (1969): 53; Lockhart, “Relations,” 24; de Rachewiltz, Papal Envoys, 152; 
Boyle, “Il-khans of Persia,” 30-31. 

17. See P. Jackson, “Abaqa,” Encyclopaedia Iranica, 1: 63-64. 

18. Rohricht, “La croisade du Prince Edouard,” 626 n. 57; Grousset, Histoire, 3: 693; 
Boyle, “Il-khans of Persia,” 31. 

19. See J. A. Boyle, “The Dynastic and Political History of the IIkhans,” in Cambridge His- 
tory of Islam, ed. J. A. Boyle (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1968), 5: 360-61. Only in 
1272-73 was Abagha to send a force to wreak revenge in Transoxania. On the quiet on the bor- 
der with the Golden Horde, see Amitai-Preiss, Mongols and Mamluks, 86-88. 

20. On these missions, see Amitai-Preiss, Mongols and Mamluks, 94-103, where the rele- 
vant literature is cited. 

21. There is some contention among scholars about the exact size of the IIkhanid army, but 
there is little doubt that it was quite large compared to the armies in neighboring countries. See 
the discussion in J. M. Smith, Jr., “Mongol Manpower and Persian Population, Journal of Eco- 
nomic and Social History of the Orient 18 (1975): 270-99, esp. 278-8 for Hiilegii’s period, as 
well as Amitai-Preiss, Mongols and Mamluks, 15. 

22. R. Amitai-Preiss, “‘Ayn Jalut Revisited,” Tarih 2 (1992): 123-26. 

23. Amitai-Preiss, Mongols and Mamluks, 171, 219. 

24. Paul Meyvaert, “An Unknown Letter of Hulagu, Il-Khan of Persia, to King Louis IX of 
France,” Viator 11 (1980): 245-59; Amitai-Preiss, Mongols and Mamluks, 94-98. 

25. See Riley-Smith’s introduction in Ibn al-Furat, ed. Lyons and Lyons, 2: xv-xviii. 

26. Lockhart, “Relations,” 24. 

27. Cited by Baybars’s secretary, Ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir, al-Rawd, 395. 

28. This last suggestion, however, may be gratuitous, since we have no evidence for any ad- 
ditional Mongol forces massed on the Mamluk frontier. 

29. See the comments in Prestwich, Edward I, 82. 

30. See P. Jackson, “The Crisis in the Holy Land in 1260,” English Historical Review 95 
(1980): SOS—7; and Richard, “Mongols and the Franks,” 51-52. 

31. Amitai-Preiss, Mongols and Mamluks, 129-31. Prestwich, writes: “[Edward, in the 
summer of 1272] may have hoped that help would be provided by the Mongols, but Baibars 
soon entered into negotiations with them, and it became clear that they had no intention of a 
major campaign in the Holy Land” (Edward I, 78). There is a misunderstanding here about the 

nature of the negotiations between Baybars and the Mongols in 1272: these were doomed from 
the start, as both Baybars and Abagha surely understood. The purpose of this exchange of em- 
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bassies was probably in the realm of psychological warfare, and to strengthen morale at home 
(see Amitai-Preiss, Mongols and Mamluks, 127-29). By the same token, I disagree with 
Burkhard Roberg, “Die Tartaren auf dem 2. Konzil von Lyon 1274,” Annuarium Historiae 
Conciliorium 5 (1973): 282-83, who attributes much of the blame for the failure of the joint 
campaign to Abagha, because he believes that the correspondence between Baybars and Abagha 
in 1272 led to a conclusion of a peace treaty or cease-fire. 

32. Rohricht, “La croisade du Prince Edouard,” 626. 

33. Boyle, “Il-khans of Persia,” 30-31; and Prawer, Histoire, 2: 502-3. Grousset does not 
explicitly state this conclusion, but he also blames both sides (Histoire, 662). 

34. Charles Melville, “Against the Mongols,” Times Literary Supplement, 2 Feb. 1996, 12. 

35. D. Wasserstein, in a review that appeared in Mediterranean Historical Review 9 (1994); 
276. 

36. R. Amitai-Preiss, “Mamluk Perceptions of the Mongol-Frankish Rapprochement,” 
Mediterranean Historical Review, 7 (1992): 65. I have to disagree with Prof. Riley-Smith, who 
has suggested (in the introduction to Ibn al-Furat, ed. Lyons and Lyons, 2: xi-xii), that Baybars’s 
failure to launch a concerted attack against Acre was due to his decision to maintain it as a con- 
duit for trade between his Syrian possessions and the West. Prof. Riley-Smith also suggests that 
Baybars’s preoccupation with the Mongols was an inhibiting factor in his aggression against 
Acre, a judgment with which I am in complete agreement. 

37. Ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir, 396. See Amitai-Preiss, “Mamluk Perceptions,” 56 n. 23, for a dis- 
cussion of this passage and other sources that cite it. 


8. Crusading for the Messiah: Jews as Instruments 
of Christian Anti-Islamic Holy War 


1. See Jacques de Vitry, Lettres de Jacques de Vitry (1160/1170-1240) évéque de Saint- 
Jean-d’Acre, ed. R. B. C. Huygens (Leiden: Brill, 1960), 141-53; Oliver of Paderborn, The Cap- 
ture of Damietta, trans. John Joseph Gavignan, (Philadelphia: Univ. of Pennsylvania Press, 
1948), chap. 55; and Martin Gosman, “La Legende du Prétre Jean et la Propagande auprés des 
Croisés devant Damiette (1218-1221),” in La Croisade, réalités et fictions: actes du colloque 
d’Amiens, 18-22 mars 1987, ed. Danielle Buschinger (GOppingen: Kummerle, 1989), 133-42. 
See also Carlo Conti Rossini, “II libro dello Pseudo-Clemente e la Crociata di Damietta,” Riv- 
ista degli Studi Orientali 9: nos. 1-2 (1921): 33, and Directorium ad passagium faciendum, ed. 
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Hamilton, “Prester John and the Three Kings of Cologne,” in Studies in medieval history pre- 
sented to R. H. C. Davis, ed. Henry Mayr-Harting and Robert I. Moore (London: Hambledon, 
1985), 177-92. Slessarev (Prester John, 80-92) notes his own critiques of some of the various 
theories before positing his own. 
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4. The story of Jeroboam I and his dominion over the ten tribes of “Israel” in the tenth 
century B.C.E. is detailed in the Deuteronomic history, 1 Kings 11-12. 

5. See Adam Knobler, “Missions, Mythologies and the Search for Non-European Allies in 
Anti-Islamic Holy War, 1291-c.1540” (Ph.D. diss., University of Cambridge, 1990). 
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7. Acts of Thomas, 8. 

8. Isa. 11:11; Jer. 31-32. 

9. James. 1:1; Rev. 7:4-8. 
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